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ABSTRACT
Effects of Goal Interdependence on Help-Seeking Through
Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding:
The Moderating Roles of Reciprocity Beliefs
by
Bavik Yuen Lam Fanny
Master of Philosophy

!

!

!

The effects of goal interdependence on employees’ performance outcomes
have been well documented in the literature. Yet, the relationship between goal
interdependence and employees’ proactive behaviors remains largely unexplored.
Integrating the theory of cooperation and competition with the employee proactivity
literature, this study investigates how cooperative goal interdependence and
competitive goal interdependence respectively influence employee knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding, and in turn shape their propensity to seek help from
coworkers. It further examines reciprocity beliefs as an individual factor in affecting
the indirect effect of goal interdependence on help seeking. Specifically, positive
reciprocity belief is hypothesized to moderate the mediating role of knowledge
sharing, whereas negative reciprocity belief is expected to moderate the mediating
effect of knowledge hiding.
In Study 1, a total of 127 interviews were conducted with full-time
employees working in professional service firms across four cities including Hong
Kong, Macau, China and Taiwan. Results of structural equation modeling supported
the mediating role of knowledge sharing in the relationship between cooperative goal
interdependence and employee help seeking.
In Study 2, an experimental study was conducted with 150 full-time students
at a university in Macau to replicate the findings in Study 1 and to test the
moderation hypotheses. It yielded findings consistent with Study 1 and supportive of
the moderating role of negative reciprocity belief in the mediated effect of goal
interdependence on help seeking. Specifically, knowledge hiding mediates the
relationship between competitive goal interdependence and help seeking, when an
individual is high in negative reciprocity belief.
Findings of the two studies provide both theoretical contributions to the
literature and practical insights to organizations. Cooperative goal interdependence is
a valuable method for managers to promote knowledge sharing, inhibit knowledge
hiding, and encourage active help seeking among employees.
Keywords: help seeking, goal interdependence, knowledge sharing, knowledge
hiding, reciprocity beliefs.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
In the past decade, there has been a surge of interest in employee help seeking
among researchers and organizations (Bamberger, 2009; Chan, 2013; Hargadon &
Bechky, 2006; Mueller & Kamdar, 2011). One reason for this attention is that the value
of employee help seeking has been increasingly documented and recognized. Help
seeking is an important form of employee proactivity (Chiaburu, Marinova, & Lim,
2007). It has been studied in a large variety of domains, such as counseling psychology,
social psychology, and educational psychology. In organizational psychology, help
seeking has been found beneficial to both individual employees and organizations as a
whole. Anderson and Williams (1996) showed that citizenship behaviors such as
helping are at least partly driven by help seeking. Employees who proactively seek help
are more effective in learning, achieving better job performance, reducing uncertainties,
and being more able to obtain the assistance needed (Ashford, 1986; Ellis & Tyre, 2001;
Morrison, 1993; Nadler et al., 2003; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997; van Ginkel & van
Knippenberg, 2008). Although help seeking has important implications in the context
of work settings, factors and processes that motivate or inhibit employees to seek help
remain largely unexplored (Bamberger, 2009).
Despite the benefits associated with help seeking, individuals do not necessarily
request assistance when they are in need (Bamberger, 2009; Hackman, 2003; Nadler et
al., 2003). Nadler (1991) describes help seeking as a “social dilemma” in which
individuals often go through a careful cost-and-benefit evaluation before taking actions
to seek help from others. It is not uncommon to see that assistance programs offered by
organizations nowadays are often under-utilized (Milne, Blum, & Roman, 1994). To
encourage employee help seeking, acquiring a better understanding of the factors that
may either promote or deter employees from seeking assistance is essential.
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Past studies suggest that help seeking is a function of both contextual and
personality factors (Chan, 2013; Bamberger, 2009; Nadler, 1991; Wills & DePaulo,
1993). To investigate how contextual and individual factors interplay to shape
employee help seeking, this study proposes that an employee’s perceived goal
interdependence with another coworker predicts the employee’s knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding toward the coworker, thereby ultimately impacting his/her
willingness to seek help from that coworker. Such an indirect effect, however, may be
moderated by individual difference in reciprocity beliefs as a boundary condition.
The following section presents the key research questions in this study. Then, it
introduces objectives, following by a discussion on its contributions. Finally, the
structure of the whole dissertation is summarized.
Research Questions
The present study seeks to address the following three research questions. First,
does goal interdependence act as a contextual factor in shaping employee help seeking
in the workplace? Second, if the relationship between goal interdependence and help
seeking exists, does individual employees’ behavioral history in terms of knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding serve as two parallel mediating mechanisms explaining
the influence of goal interdependence on help seeking? Finally, does individual
difference in terms of reciprocity beliefs play a role to affect the indirect relationship
between goal interdependence and help seeking?
Objectives
This study targets to achieve four main objectives. First, it examines whether
and how goal interdependence relates to an individual employee’s tendency to share
versus to hide knowledge in the workplace. Second, it tests whether knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding in turn channel the effect of goal interdependence on employee
help seeking. Third, it explores whether reciprocity beliefs play a role in affecting an
2

individual’s help seeking behavior in respond to his/her own knowledge sharing versus
knowledge hiding. Finally, this study seeks to provide insights to managers regarding
goal interdependence as a possible intervention for encouraging employee proactivity.
Contributions
The current study provides both theoretical contributions and practical
implications. First, it contributes to the employee proactivity literature by applying the
theory of cooperation and competition to understand and predict help seeking behavior.
This study posits that cooperative goal interdependence, but not competitive goal
interdependence, fosters a norm that promotes interpersonal interactions and resource
exchange in relationships. In turn, it may influence an individual’s evaluation of the
benefits and costs of help seeking and ultimately his/her willingness to request for
assistance. It responds to the call for more research on factors other than personal
characteristics that may influence the process of help seeking by recent researchers
(Bamberger, 2009).
Second, it expands the nomological net of employee proactivity by uncovering
additional antecedents that influence employees’ willingness to seek assistance from
others at work. Moreover, this study also proposes an individual factor, i.e., reciprocity
belief, as a moderating variable that interplays with contextual factors to concurrently
shape employee help seeking.
Third, the current study advances goal interdependence research by identifying
additional consequences predicted by different forms of goal interdependence.
Specifically, it simultaneously examines knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding as
possible outcomes of cooperative goal interdependence and competitive goal
interdependence. Findings of the present study yield valuable insights to the goal
interdependence literature.

3

The theory of cooperation and competition was originally established for
understanding team processes and intergroup relations (Deutsch, 1949, 1973; Johnson
& Johnson, 1989; Tjosvold, 1998). Applying theory of cooperation and competition to
better understand interpersonal-level dynamics at workplace, the current study
demonstrates that the predictive power of the theory may be leveraged across multiple
levels and various contexts in organizations.
Finally, this study enriches the knowledge management literature. Past research
on knowledge management generally focuses on exploring the antecedents promoting
either knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding in organizations but rarely both of them
(e.g., Bock et al., 2005; Connelly et al., 2012; Ipe, 2003). Also, relatively less attention
has been given to the consequences and outcomes of knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding (Connelly et al., 2012). It is unclear how an employee’s active
knowledge sharing and intentional knowledge hiding behavior will respectively affect
the subsequent behaviors of the knowledge sharer or the knowledge hider. To address
such literature gap, this study tests whether knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
may serve as two explanatory mechanisms accounting for the effects of goal
interdependence on help seeking.
Findings of this research communicate an important message to senior
management concerning why employees sometimes hold back from seeking assistance
even though they are desperate for help (Milne, Blum, & Roman, 1994; Nadler, Ellis,
& Bar, 2003; Veiga, Baldridge, & Eddleston, 2004). This research may also inform
managers about the value of cooperative goal interdependence to individual employees
and organization as a whole. Specifically, by structuring employees’ goals to be
positively related, managers may facilitate active knowledge sharing and reduce
unnecessary knowledge hiding at workplace to the benefit of employees and the
organization.
4

Structure of the Thesis
This thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the study’s
background, key research questions, the main objectives, and major contributions.
Chapter 2 provides a detailed literature review on the theoretical background of the
related theories and constructs. Chapter 3 develops the justifications for the hypotheses.
Chapter 4 and 5 describe the methodology, analytical approach, results, and discussion
for Study 1 and Study 2 respectively. Specifically, Study 1 provides an initial analysis
of the hypothesized relationships among variables by making use of critical incident
techniques. Study 2 further replicates the results yielded in Study 1 and to further
examine the moderating roles of reciprocity beliefs. Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the
theoretical contributions, practical implications, strengths and limitations, directions for
future research, and conclusions of this thesis.

5

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter first reviews the literature of theory of cooperation and
competition as a theoretical framework in guiding the hypotheses development in this
study. Then, it discusses the conceptualization of knowledge sharing and knowledge
hiding, followed by a short summary of some of their antecedents investigated in prior
research. Further, it illustrates the definition of help seeking and its importance in
workplace. Finally, it highlights some factors that have been previously identified to
either motivate or impede help seeking behavior.
Theory of Cooperation and Competition
Relationships among individuals can be defined according to the form of their
interdependence (Deutsch, 1949; Van der Vegt, Emans, & Van de Vliert, 2001).
Among all forms of interdependence, goal interdependence has been widely applied for
investigating interpersonal dynamics, employees’ behavioral and performance
outcomes in organizations (e.g., Chen & Tjosvold, 2008; Liu, Tjosvold, & Wong, 2004;
Tjosvold, Tang, & West, 2004; Wang et al., 2010). The model of goal interdependence
is rooted in theory of cooperation and competition (Deutsch, 1949, 1973), which
suggests that individuals may perceive their goals to be either cooperatively or
competitively related. And such perception will subsequently shape their interactions,
attitudes, and behaviors (Deutsch, 1973; Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Tjosvold, 1986).
In cooperative goal interdependence, people believe that their goals are
positively related and that their partner’s goal attainment implies mutual gains (Chen &
Tjosvold, 2008). In turn, they are motivated to openly share their ideas and resources
for achieving better performance as a team (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Tjosvold, 1989,
1998). Past studies show that cooperative goals are effective in fostering positive
outcomes in organizations such as quality exchange relationships, collaborative
6

effectiveness, open-minded discussions on conflicts, and improved relationships (Chen
& Tjosvold, 2005; Liu, Tjosvold, & Wong, 2004; Tjosvold, 1986; Tjosvold, Hui, &
Law, 1998).
In contrast, in the context of competitive goal interdependence, people believe
that their goals are negatively related and that one party’s achievement implies the
other’s failure. One can meet his/her goals if and only if the other party fails to do so.
Such perception of a zero-sum game may motivate people to deter each other from
obtaining progress and success. Compared to cooperative goal interdependence,
individuals who share competitive goals are less effective in achieving performance
effectiveness and positive behavioral outcomes (Chen & Tjosvold, 2005; Wang, Chen,
Tjosvold, & Shi, 2010).
These two forms of goal interdependence may represent two factors with
contradictory effects on employees’ interpersonal dynamics and behaviors in
organizations. Hence, the current study applies the theory of cooperation and
competition to the research on help seeking to examine if goal interdependence may
predict employee’s willingness to seek help. Further, given that there is a linkage
between goal interdependence and help seeking, this research further investigates the
mediating mechanism and boundary conditions.
Knowledge Sharing
Conceptualization of Knowledge Sharing
Knowledge sharing refers to the “process by which knowledge held by an
individual is converted into a form that can be understood, absorbed, and used by
others” (Ipe, 2003, p. 341). Nonaka (1994) classifies knowledge into two distinct forms,
namely explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge. Explicit knowledge refers to objective
knowledge that can be rather easily articulated, codified, and expressed in formal and
systematic languages or tools, whereas tacit knowledge refers to subjective knowledge
7

that is hard to formalize, articulate, and communicate to others (Huang, Hsieh, & He,
2014; Nonaka, Konno, & Toyama, 2000).
Regardless of the form of knowledge being shared, making one’s expertise
accessible to others is itself a costly process and does not happen automatically
(Davenport, 1997; Srivatava, Bartol, & Locke, 2006). By sharing knowledge with
another recipient, an individual voluntarily and consciously splits and shares his/her
ownership of the knowledge (Davenport, 1997; Ipe, 2003). In addition to the cost of
losing one’s personal competitiveness, sharing knowledge also consumes the sharer
significant amount of time and effort during the process of converting one’s own knowhow into a form that can be easily understood, absorbed, and used by others
(Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005; Ipe, 2003; Wang & Noe, 2010). Therefore, promoting
proactive knowledge sharing has become a prevalent challenge to organizations
(Chowdhury, 2005; Constant et al., 1994, 1996). And that is why majority of the past
studies primarily concern factors that influence the willingness of individuals to share
their knowledge and expertise with others (e.g., Bock et al., 1995; Ipe, 2003; Lauring &
Selmer, 2012).
Antecedents of Knowledge Sharing
Research shows that both contextual factors and individual characteristics play
a part in influencing employees’ willingness to share knowledge (Bock et al., 2005;
Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; Ipe, 2003). Factors that predict knowledge sharing can be
generally classified into three categories including individual factors, sociopsychological factors, and organizational factors such as norms and climates (cf. Bock
et al., 2005; Ipe, 2003). For example, Lin (2007) found that individuals’
cooperativeness is a personality trait that may affect the extent to which one engages in
tacit knowledge sharing. Ipe (2003) suggests that socio-psychological factors such as
the relationships between the knowledge sharer and the knowledge recipients could
8

also influence employee knowledge sharing. Besides, organizational factors such as
organizational culture, the fairness climate, and reward system are linked to individuals’
motivation and willingness to share both explicit and implicit knowledge (Bock et al.,
2005; Hsu, Ju, Yen, & Chang, 2007).
Prior research on knowledge sharing has shed light on how managers can boost
employees’ willingness and intention to share their intellectual assets for sustaining the
organization’s competitiveness (e.g., Bock et al., 2005). However, our understanding
about the motivational drivers of knowledge sharing as well as their impact on
employees’ actual sharing behavior remains limited (Bock et al., 2005). In light of this,
this study hypothesizes that the structure of employees’ goals may act as a motivational
driver to influence their knowledge sharing behaviors.
Knowledge Hiding
Conceptualization of Knowledge Hiding
Knowledge hiding refers to an individual’s “intentional attempt to withhold or
conceal knowledge that has been requested by another person” (Connelly et al., 2012, p.
65). Although knowledge hiding incorporates a deliberate intention, it may or may not
be deceptive. According to Connelly and colleagues’ (2012) conceptualization of
knowledge hiding, knowledge hiding may be manifested in three different forms,
namely (1) playing dumb, in which an individual pretends to be ignorant about the
knowledge being requested; (2) evasive hiding, which involves an individual’s action in
providing misleading information or in giving empty promises to share knowledge; and
finally (3) rationalized hiding, which refers to an individual’s behavior in offering
reasons to justify the unavailability of knowledge sharing. Among the three forms of
knowledge hiding, both playing dumb and evasive hiding involve at least certain level
of deception (Connelly et al., 2012). For rationalized hiding, it may or may not be
deceptive in nature because individuals sometimes withhold information and
9

knowledge for legitimate reasons such as complying code of conduct regarding
confidentiality.
Knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding might seem to be two sides of the
same coin. However, researchers argued that the two are in fact not on the opposite
sides of the same continuum and should be differentiated as two distinct concepts. In
particular, knowledge hiding is associated with a clear intention to hide knowledge
upon another person’s request, while knowledge sharing may be absent simply because
one lacks the related knowledge or self-efficacy to share with others (Azudin et al.,
2009; Bock et al., 2005; Cerne et al., 2014; Connelly et al., 2012). Therefore, in
investigating knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding, it is important for researchers
to differentiate the roles and implications of the two constructs to organizations. It may
be too simplistic to assume that the two have totally opposite consequences. Thus,
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding are both included in the theoretical
framework, being hypothesized to respectively respond differently to the two forms of
goal interdependence in the present study.
Antecedents of Knowledge Hiding
Research on knowledge hiding in organizational psychology is still in its infant
stage. Therefore, research that investigates the determinants of knowledge hiding
remains scarce (Peng, 2013). Past studies examining predictors of knowledge hiding
mainly focus on contextual factors and individuals’ internal psychological factors, with
relatively less attention given to interpersonal factors. For example, in Connelly et al.’s
(2012) seminal article, they reveal that contextual factors such as the complexity of
knowledge being requested, task relatedness, and the climate of knowledge sharing in
an organization are all partially responsible for employees’ knowledge hiding. In
particular, complexity of knowledge being requested is positively related to knowledge
hiding, whereas both task relatedness and the climate of knowledge sharing have a
10

negative linkage with knowledge hiding. On the other hand, drawing upon
psychological ownership theory (Pierce et al., 2001, 2003), Peng (2013) finds that
territoriality indeed provides an explanation for the relationship between psychological
ownership and individuals’ knowledge withholding behaviors.
However, Connelly et al. (2012) stress that knowledge hiding primarily occurs
in dyadic-level relationships. Therefore, further investigation on interpersonal factors
that may affect employees’ knowledge hiding is warranted. As the structure of
employees’ goal has important implications on their subsequent interactions and
interpersonal dynamics (Chen & Tjosvold, 2005), this study proposes goal
interdependence as a promising predicting variable of employee knowledge hiding.
Help Seeking
Definition of Help Seeking
Recently emerged from the proactivity literature, help seeking has not yet been
thoroughly searched (Bamberger, 2009). It also lacks a widely recognized definition in
the literature. Drawing upon some recent reviews and the past scholarly works done on
help seeking (e.g., Anderson & Williams, 1996; Bamberger, 2009; Nadler, 2001;
Nadler et al., 2003), it can be generally defined as an individual’s action to actively
seek assistance from others for solving a challenging problem. Summarizing the works
of Nadler (1991) and Lee (1997), help seeking can be further conceptualized as a
variable that is interpersonal in nature and that consists of three key elements, including
an individual in need of help and proactively seeking help, a party that can offer help,
and a specific need for help (cf. Bamberger, 2009).
Forms of Help Sought
Helping seeking is a concept that spins across disciplines. Researchers in
different disciplines often focus on different forms of help being sought by individuals.
For example, in clinical psychology, people may seek help in order to cope with their
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health problems such as addictions with alcohol, drugs, and gambling, stress problems,
and mental illnesses (e.g., Hollenshead, Dai, Ragsdale, Massey, & Scott, 2006; Schober
& Annis, 1996). Alternatively, in social psychology, people may ask for assistance
when they encounter problems with family, domestic violence, and sexual abuse (e.g.,
Fugate, Landis, & Riordan, 2005; Krishnan, Hilbert, & VanLeeuwen, 2001). In
organizational psychology, employees may seek help to address a wide variety of needs
and purposes such as for task accomplishment (Anderson & Williams, 1996), taskrelated learning (Ashford, 1986), obtaining career guidance (Morrison, 1993), solving
interpersonal problems (Chan, 2013), work stress and work-family conflicts (Milne,
Blum, & Roman, 1994).
In Bamberger’s (2009) review paper, the types of help sought by employees at
workplace have been summarized into two main types, namely instrumental help and
emotional help. Instrumental help encompasses assistance that is often sought for
directly fulfilling job responsibilities and accomplishing work-related tasks, while
emotional help involves assistance usually targeted at employees’ interpersonal issues
or problems related to psychological well-being (Bamberger, 2009). Such classification
provides a useful framework for guiding more systematic studies on the effects of help
seeking in organizational psychology. In the current study, however, we focus on the
antecedents of employees’ help seeking in general rather than a specific type of help
being sought for two reasons. First, the boundaries of different types of help seeking
often overlap with each other (Bamberger, 2009). Second, the current study targets to
help managers understand better the underlying reasons why some employees hesitate
or sometimes avoid seeking help. Thus, to expand the practical implications of the
current study, it may be more meaningful to predict the influences of related factors on
employees’ willingness to request for help in general, instead of a specific type of
assistance.
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Determinants of Help Seeking
Help seeking is considered as “a social dilemma” (Anderson & Williams, 1996;
Nadler, 1991, 1997; Nadler, Ellis, & Bar, 2003) due to the associated costs and benefits.
To investigate the determinants of employees’ help seeking behaviors at work, it is
essential to first understand the related costs and instrumental benefits associated with
help seeking.
The costs incurred from help seeking can be classified into three main types,
namely physiological costs, psychological burden and social costs (Bamberger, 2009;
Nadler, 1991; Lee, 2002). Both a help provider and a help seeker may shoulder part of
these costs. In particular, providing help to people in need is costly to a help giver due
to the time, energy, and effort required (Poon, 2006). Requesting assistance from others
also incurs socio-psychological costs to the help seeker. Mansfield, Addis, and
Courtenay (2005) have summarized four mechanisms that are important for explaining
the process of help seeking from past studies, including (1) the ego-centrality of a
problem; (2) whether a problem is considered to be prevalent and common among
others; (3) the extent to which one feels compelled to restore the threatened autonomy
from the act of help seeking; and finally (4) the degree to which an individual sees the
possibility to reciprocate the benefits received from others (cf. Castro, 1974; Chan,
2013; DePaulo et al., 1983; Greenberg & Shapiro, 1971; Nadler, 1990; Nadler &
Maysless, 1983; Lee, 1997). These four mechanisms point to two underlying concerns
of a help seeker. First, seeking help from others is associated with an image of
incompetence and thus threatens one’s core self-evaluation (Buunk et al., 1993;
Deelstra et al., 2003; Nadler & Fisher, 1986). Additionally, it also incurs feelings of
indebtedness and dependency on others, implying an obligation to reciprocate the favor
in the future (Lee, 1997; Nadler, 1991; Nadler et al., 2003; Will, 1983).

13

Summary
This review on help seeking has revealed an insufficient understanding on how
contextual and interpersonal dynamics may affect employees’ perceived trade off of the
costs and benefits associated with help seeking. To address this gap in the literature,
this study proposes a novel perspective to investigate whether different forms of goal
interdependence, knowledge sharing, and knowledge hiding may play important roles
in affecting the frequency of employee help seeking. A knowledge management
literature review indicates that both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
behaviors could be affected by interpersonal dynamics such as the relationship between
the knowledge sharer and the potential knowledge recipient (Connelly et al., 2012; Ipe,
2003). Further, past research shows that compared to competitive goal interdependence,
cooperative goal interdependence is a powerful factor predicting quality relationships
in organizations (Chen & Tjosvold, 2005) and performance effectiveness across
different levels (e.g., Chen & Tjosvold, 2008; DeDreu, 2007; Johnson & Johnson, 2009;
Lu et al., 2010). Thus, integrating research on these multiple subjects for investigating
their effects on help seeking warrants a promising avenue for research.
Additionally, the current review of help seeking suggests that help seeking
behavior is subjected to influence of individual differences (e.g., Lin, 2007). The
present study continues the enrichment of the literature of help seeking by further
uncovering alternative traits that play a role to influence help seeking. In sum, the
literature review in the current chapter provides an overview about what has been done
and what needs to be done for advancing the scholarly understanding on employee
proactive behaviors. The next chapter develops the rationales for the hypotheses in this
study.
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CHAPTER 3
HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
This chapter develops the hypothesized relationships among variables. These
hypotheses test the following: (1) whether cooperative goal interdependence predicts
knowledge sharing; (2) whether competitive goal interdependence predicts knowledge
hiding; (3) whether knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding simultaneously mediate
the effects of cooperative and competitive goal interdependence on employees’ help
seeking; and finally (4) whether individuals’ reciprocity beliefs are relevant boundary
conditions moderating the mediated relationship between goal interdependence and
help seeking.
Model Overview
The hypothesized model in this dissertation is presented in Figure 1. Building
upon theory of cooperation and competition, the two forms of goal interdependence are
predicted to predict an individual employee’s knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
behavior. Through the role of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding, goal
interdependence is predicted to ultimately affect employees’ own help seeking behavior.
However, the extent to which one will seek help as a result is expected to depend on the
moderating role of reciprocity beliefs.
Effects of Goal Interdependence on Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
Past research demonstrates that knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding are
strongly subjected to the influences of interpersonal factors (Bock et al., 2005;
Connelly et al., 2012; Lin, 2007). For example, interpersonal trust as well as the
knowledge sharer’s perceived trustworthiness toward the knowledge recipient was
found to significantly affect how knowledge was shared (Andrews & Delahaye, 2000;
Kramer, 1999; Wang & Noe, 2010). In the work setting, employees typically find
themselves being in some form of interdependence with their coworkers (Sundstrom,
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DeMeuse, & Futrell, 1990; Van der Vegt, Emans, & Van de Vliert, 2001). According
to Tjosvold (1989), the form of goal interdependence very much affects the dynamics
and behavioral outcomes of employees’ interactions. Thus, goal interdependence may
have significant impact on employees’ actual knowledge sharing behavior in the
workplace.
When two employees share cooperative goal, they perceive each other being in
a “swim-and-sunk together” situation (Deutsch, 1949, 1973). They are more eager to
provide each other assistance, mutual support, exchange information and resource in
order to maximize their joint achievements and mutual benefits (Johnson, Johnson, &
Maruyama, 1983; Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981; Tjosvold,
1984). It may thus cultivate a norm of psychological collectivism that facilitates mutual
sharing of experiences and information (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Based on the
above arguments, in the context of cooperative goal interdependence, employees are
more likely to share their expertise with other coworkers upon requests (Tjosvold, 1981;
Tjosvold, Johnson, & Johnson, 1984).
On the other hand, employees who share competitive goals believe that they are
a win-lose situation with their coworkers (Deutsch, 1949, 1973). When employees
share competitive goals, they quickly assume that their partners have the intention to
frustrate their goals and to harm their interests (Tjosvold, 2002). As a result, employees
become reluctant to exchange resources and often fail to address coworkers’ problems
appropriately (Tjosvold, 1981, 1989).
Goal incompatibility can result in individuals lying to each other and concealing
information being requested (Grover, 1993). Past research also reveals that competitive
goals not only reduce mutual sharing of resource, but may also motivate undesirable
behaviors of employees. Specifically, Johnson and Johnson (1999) found that when
individuals share incompatible goals, they attempted to mislead their perceived
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competitors trying to undermine their chance of success. Therefore, competitive goal
interdependence is predicted to be associated with knowledge hiding. Based on the
arguments above, it is hypothesized that:
Hypothesis 1: Cooperative goal interdependence is positively related to knowledge
sharing.
Hypothesis 2: Cooperative goal interdependence is negatively related to knowledge
hiding.
Hypothesis 3: Competitive goal interdependence is negatively related to knowledge
sharing.
Hypothesis 4: Competitive goal interdependence is positively related to knowledge
hiding.
Effects of Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding on Help Seeking
The primary concerns underlying a help seeker’s “social dilemma” are the
psychological and social costs associated with the act of help seeking (Bamberger,
2009). This study argues that knowledge sharing may reduce the perceived costs of
help seeking in at least four ways. First and foremost, knowledge sharing may lower
the sense of incompetence and threat to the help seeker’s self-concept. By sharing
intellectual asset with another coworker, an employee settles his/her “debts” from help
seeking forward, thereby decreasing the feeling of indebtedness later on. A recent study
conducted by Alvarez and Leeuwen (2015) indeed shows that anticipating the
possibility of providing help to a third party is indeed an effective defense against the
threat to self-esteem and sense of competence associated with soliciting assistance.
Moreover, offering help to another coworker may boost an employee’s self-worth and
core self-evaluation (Poon, 2006; Schwartz, Keyl, Marcum, & Bode, 2009). With a
high level of self-worth, employees become less vulnerable to the depletion of selfworth caused by seeking help from others.
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Second, knowledge sharing nurtures a norm of frequent coordination and
interactions between the sharer and the recipient (Srivastava et al., 2006). Such a norm
may facilitate an employee to legitimize his/her need to request assistance from others
(Bamberger & Biron, 2007). For example, Lee (1997) shows that organization norms
exerted significant influence on individuals’ willingness to request assistance; a norm
of individualism inhibits help seeking, whereas a norm of collectivism manifests
interdependence and therefore fosters help seeking. In the context of cooperative goal
interdependence, employees may be more proactive in knowledge sharing. In turn,
employees may subsequently seek help from coworkers.
Third, knowledge sharing may also strengthen employees’ transactive memory
regarding “who knows what” in the organization (Rulke & Galaskiewicz, 2000;
Wegner, 1987). Specifically, through interacting with a coworker with whom an
employee shares cooperative goals, the employee may also become more familiar with
what his/her coworker knows and what he/she doesn’t know. As help seeking involves
the decision about from whom help should be sought (Tyre & Ellis, 1993; Tyre &
Orlikowski, 1994), knowing “who knows what” facilitates an easier access to the
employee to seek help in the future.
In addition, research on social projection provides a useful perspective for
understanding and predicting the relationship between knowledge sharing and help
seeking. According to studies on social projection, people tend to believe their
cooperators and competitors possess consensus regarding their perception about each
other’s actions and attitudes (Ames & Iyengar, 2005). And this is especially the case
when people are in face of social dilemma (Kruegar, DiDonato, & Freestone, 2012).
Social dilemma refers to a situation in which an individual’s self-interests are
incompatible with that of others (Hardin, 1968). Help seeking is one kind of social
dilemma because it is a challenge for a help seeker to evaluate the perceived benefits of
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obtaining the assistance needed versus the perceived threat to self-concept and the costs
of being socially indebted (Bamberger, 2009). Research on social projection suggests
that when people encounter social dilemma, they tend to assume that their own
attitudes, choices, preferences, and expectations are shared among others (Ames &
Iyengar, 2005; Ames, Weber, & Zou, 2011; Krueger, 2000; Krueger, DiDonato, &
Freestone, 2012). Such assumption and belief will in turn affect their subsequent
choices and behaviors (Krueger, DiDonato, & Freestone, 2012). Thus, when an
individual shares his/her resources with another coworker with whom he/she has
cooperative goals (Tjosvold, 1986), he/she may assume the coworker will act in a
similar manner to offer him/her help upon requests. Therefore, knowledge sharing is
expected to have a positive linkage with help seeking.
Hypothesis 5: Knowledge sharing is positively related to help seeking.
Applying a similar logic to the context of knowledge hiding, an employee
withholding expertise from others may shoulder higher socio-psychological costs of
help seeking. That is, prior refusal of sharing expertise to a coworker may increase the
subsequent concern of being “indebt” to that coworker as a potential help provider. In
addition, turning down coworkers’ requests for knowledge sharing may also cut down a
recursive process of resource exchange in relationships (cf. Srivastava et al., 2006).
Further, consistent with the social projection perspective (Ames, 2004; Ames, Weber,
& Zou, 2011), people estimate that their perceived competitors shall have similar
perception and negative attitude toward their goal attainment. Therefore, one is likely
to expect knowledge hiding to come with their coworkers’ refusal for offering help.
Hypothesis 6: Knowledge hiding is negatively related to help seeking.
The Mediating Roles of Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
Hypotheses 1 and 3 predict that knowledge sharing will be positively affected
by cooperative goal interdependence but negatively influenced by competitive goal
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interdependence. Hypothesis 5 then proposes a positive relationship between
knowledge sharing and help seeking. Taken together, these three hypotheses argue for
the indirect effect of different forms of goal interdependence on help seeking is
channeled through the mediating role of knowledge sharing.
Similarly, Hypothesis 2 posits that competitive goal interdependence inhibits
knowledge

sharing,

whereas

Hypothesis

4

argues

that

competitive

goal

interdependence may lead to a higher level of knowledge hiding. Further, Hypothesis 6
proposes an inverse relationship between knowledge hiding and help seeking.
Summarizing the above hypotheses, it concludes a model in which knowledge hiding
mediates the effect of competitive goal interdependence on help seeking.
Hypothesis 7: Knowledge sharing mediates the relationship between cooperative goal
interdependence and help seeking.
Hypothesis 8: Knowledge sharing mediates the relationship between competitive goal
interdependence and help seeking.
Hypothesis 9: Knowledge hiding mediates the relationship between cooperative goal
interdependence and help seeking.
Hypothesis 10: Knowledge hiding mediates the relationship between competitive goal
interdependence and help seeking.
The Moderating Roles of Reciprocity Beliefs
Research suggests that individuals may differ in terms of the extent to which
they endorse reciprocity in social relationship (Umphress & Bingham, 2010). Such
difference is termed reciprocity beliefs. Eisenberger et al. (2004) suggest that
individuals’ belief in reciprocity is a dichotomous concept, which can be divided into
positive reciprocity belief and negative reciprocity belief. That is, a person who
endorses benefits in response to favorable treatment received is different from one who
endorses retaliation in return for unfavorable treatment (Eisenberger et al., 2004).
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Reciprocity beliefs play a central role in influencing individuals’ behaviors in
social setting (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Gallucci & Perugini, 2003; Perugini, et
al., 2003). Individuals high in positive reciprocity beliefs tend to react to positive
treatment in a quid pro quo manner by reciprocating benefits to the partner. These
people generally see human beings as benevolent and trustworthy in nature, and
therefore hold a longer-term vision on gains (Eisenberger et al., 2004).
As discussed previously, research on social projection suggests that people
often tend to assume that their own attitudes, choices, preferences, and expectations are
shared among others (Ames & Lyengar, 2005; Ames, Weber, & Zou, 2011; Krueger,
2000; Krueger et al., 2012). Hence, it could be that employees who endorse favors
being reciprocated to positive treatment may expect their request for help being less
likely to be rejected. Based on such premise, this study predicts that employees high in
positive reciprocity beliefs are more willing to seek help subsequent to knowledge
sharing.
Hypothesis 11: Positive reciprocity belief moderates the indirect effect of cooperative
goal interdependence on help seeking, such that the positive and indirect effect will be
stronger for individuals high in positive reciprocity belief.
On the other hand, individuals high in negative reciprocity beliefs are
characterized with a tendency to endorse negative behaviors as a justifiable response to
unfavorable treatment (Barclay, Whiteside, & Aquino, 2013; Eisenberger et al., 2004).
For example, Hekman et al. (2009) show that people high in negative reciprocity
beliefs were more likely to engage in retaliation subsequent to experience of
mistreatment. Most importantly, past research shows that people high in negative
reciprocity belief are also likely to expect similar unfavorable treatment from others
(Eisenberger et al., 2004). Thus, this study predicts that after an individual high in
negative reciprocity beliefs hides knowledge upon a coworker’s request, he/she will be
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more likely to anticipate unfavorable treatment from the coworker. Such expectation
may in turn increase the individual’s fear of refusal regarding his/her request for
assistance.
Hypothesis 12: Negative reciprocity belief moderates the indirect effect of competitive
goal interdependence on help seeking, such that the negative and indirect effect will be
stronger for individuals high in negative reciprocity belief.
Summary
Figure 1 depicts all the hypotheses of the theoretical model in this thesis. As
shown in Figure 1, this study argues that goal interdependence predicts the extent to
which employees engage in knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding at work. In turn,
their knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding behaviors will affect their help seeking
behaviors. The mediating roles of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding, however,
depend on individuals’ difference in terms of their reciprocity beliefs. The next chapter
presents the methodologies, approach for data analysis, and the findings for Study 1.
Figure 1
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CHAPTER 4
STUDY 1
Study 1 adopted critical incident technique to collect both qualitative and
quantitative data for empirically examining the hypothesized model shown in Figure 2.
Specifically, it tests Hypotheses 1 to 8 that concern the mediation hypotheses. Study 2
was designed as an experimental study to test the full theoretical model with the
moderation hypotheses.
This chapter focuses on discussion regarding Study 1. It first provides an
overview of the methodology adopted. Second, it introduces the study’s sample and
procedures, followed by a detailed list of measurement items used for capturing all the
related constructs. Third, it describes the approach and methods used for data analysis.
Finally, it summarizes the results of the statistical analyses.

Figure 2
Theoretical Framework for Study 1

Cooperative
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Methodology
Study 1 serves three purposes. First, to gain a more thorough understanding
about whether goal interdependence affects interactions with coworkers and behaviors,
each participant was asked to recall a specific incident in which they either proactively
shared or intentionally hid knowledge. Second, this study examines the construct
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validity of the variables with the quantitative data collected. Third, it tests hypotheses
on the relationships among the following six variables: cooperative goal
interdependence and competitive goal interdependence (two independent variables);
knowledge sharing (mediator 1); knowledge hiding (mediator 2); and help seeking (the
dependent variable).
Sample
The final sample consists of 127 full-time employees working in different
organizations categorized as professional service firms (PSFs) in Hong Kong, Macau,
Guangdong China, and Taiwan. These participants were recruited through personal
networks from a number of sources, including friends, former colleagues, former
schoolmates, and referrals from friends.
Table 1 presents the detailed breakdown of participants’ demographic
characteristics. Among all 127 participants, 72.4% (92) were male and 27.6% (35) were
female. The average age of the participants was 28, with 7.9% (10) being 25 years old
or below, 69.3% (88) between 26 and 29 years old, 18.9% (24) between 30 and 39
years old, 3.2% (4) between 40 and 49 years old, and only 0.8% (1) being 50 years old
or above. The education level of the participants was generally high, corresponding to
our targeted sample chosen from professional service firms in which employees are
generally highly skilled and educated professionals (Von Nordenflycht, 2010).
Specifically, 1.6% (2) of the participants had a high school diploma, 78% (99) held a
university degree, and 20.5% (26) had a graduate degree. Regarding the industry to
which participants’ organizations belong, 8.7% (11) were in accounting, 5.5% (7) were
legal firms, 7.9% (10) were medical institutions, 37.8% (48) were education institutions,
1.6% (2) were software development companies, 7.1% (9) were in marketing firms,
21.3% (27) were in banking and finance, 1.6% (2) were engineering companies, 0.8%
(1) was insurance company, 1.6% (2) were in project management industry, another
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1.6% (2) were in real estate industry, 2.4% (3) were in social work, 0.8% (1) was in
design, and 1.6% (2) were consulting firms. Majority of the participants had worked in
their current organizations for 1 to 5 years, accounting for 92.9% of the sample. All
participants had worked in their organizations for at least 6 months. The average
organizational tenure shared among participants was 2.19 years. In terms of
participants’ origin, 80.3% (102) were from Hong Kong, 11.8% (15) were from Macau,
4.7% (6) were from Guangzhou China, and 3.1% (4) were from Taiwan.
Professional Service Firms
Study 1 collected both qualitative and quantitative data from professional
service firms (PSFs) because these firms provide an ideal context for investigating
interpersonal behaviors associated with knowledge management. Starbuck (1992)
suggests that organizations representing an extreme case of the features or the topics
being investigated would provide the most relevant insights to researchers. PSFs are
intellectual

capital-intensive

industries

featured

with

their

highly

educated

professionals (Alvesson, 1995; Reed, 1996). Therefore, they are well qualified to be
“an extreme” representative for studying topics about knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding behaviors.
In addition, PSFs are facing a great challenge posed by their workforce. Findings of
this study may therefore arouse great interests and yield important implications to
managers in these organizations. PSFs have a distinct feature of a heavy reliance on
their workforce’s intellectual capital for generating revenue (Von Nordenflycht, 2010).
These firms are more vulnerable to their employees’ high bargaining power and
mobility in job markets (Suddaby et al., 2008). Therefore, effectively retaining their
intellectual capital by creating an environment which encourages knowledge sharing
and deters knowledge hiding is of paramount importance to PSFs. Conducting an
empirical study in the context of PSFs, this study is expected to provide valuable
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insights to organizations by deepening their understanding on the motivations behind
employees’ knowledge sharing (versus knowledge hiding) and the resulting
interpersonal dynamics.

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Participants (Study 1)
Dimension
Gender

Age

Education
Level

Industry

Organizational
Tenure

Country

Category

Code

Male
Female
25 or Below
26 – 29
30 – 39
40 – 49
50 or Above
High School
Diploma
University Degree
Graduate Degree
Accounting
Legal
Medical
Education
Software
Development
Marketing
Banking & Finance
Engineering
Insurance
Project
Management
Real Estate
Social Work
Design
Consulting
1 year or less
1 – 3 years
3 – 5 years
5 – 10 years
10 years or more
Hong Kong
Macau
Mainland China
Taiwan

1
2
1
2
3
4
5
1

No. of
Participants
35
92
10
88
24
4
1

Percentage
27.6%
72.4%
7.9%
69.3%
18.9%
3.2%
0.8%

2

1.6%

2
3
1
2
3
4
5

99
26
11
7
10
48
2

78.0%
20.5%
8.7%
5.5%
7.9%
37.8%
1.6%

6
7
8
9
10

9
27
2
1

7.1%
21.3%
1.6%
0.8%

2

1.6%

11
12
13
14
1
2
3
4
5
1
2
3
4

2
3
1
2
1
74
44
5
3
102
15
6
4

1.6%
2.4%
0.8%
1.6%
0.8%
58.3%
34.6%
3.9%
2.4%
80.3%
11.8%
4.7%
3.1%

Note: n = 127.

26

Mean

SD

1.73

0.45

28.00

5.17

2.19

0.43

5.07

2.78

2.19

0.43

1.31

0.71

Critical Incident Technique
This study adopted critical incident technique (CIT) for investigating the
relationships among the related variables. Widely used in the discipline of industrial
and organizational psychology (Butterfield et al., 2005), CIT possesses a few important
advantages. First, it is a flexible tool that can be modified or adapted to meet the
specific situation for effective investigation (Flanagan, 1954). Second, it is useful for
deciphering complex interpersonal phenomena (Walker & Turly, 1992). Third, by
inviting participants to elicit a salient experience of certain behaviors, the emotions,
behaviors, and interactions involved in the past event can be reported with higher level
of accuracy (Goodman, Fichman, Lerch, & Snyder, 1995).
According to Flanagan (1954), the CIT consists of five key steps: (1) specifying
the objectives of studying the activities; (2) planning the specifications such as the
types of situations to be studied; (3) collecting the data; (4) data analysis, and (5)
interpreting the data and report the results (cf. Butterfield et al., 2005). To collect data
following the CIT approach, one of the methods is to have the researchers to invite
participants for an interview in which they will be asked to recall and report a salient
and extreme event that had happened before from their memory (Flanagan, 1954).
Similar to previous studies examining employees’ experience of negative events and
behaviors in organization (e.g., Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2006; Tjosvold, Hui, & Sun,
2004), this study adopted such approach for investigating interviewees’ experience of
knowledge hiding and knowledge sharing.
Procedures
Before the interview, all participants received a formal email invitation
specifying the objectives of this study and the time for the interview. Due to resource
and geographic constraints, 11 participants requested to attend the interview via phone
instead of face-to-face meeting. During the interview, participants were first ensured
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with strict confidence that all the personal details and responses would be used solely
for academic purpose and would remain confidential. Then, participants were notified
that the interview would be recorded for subsequent analyses. Also, they were informed
that the primary aim of the study was to examine knowledge sharing and knowledge
hiding behaviors under different contexts in organizations. Interviewees were then
asked to read the following instructions:
“We are studying why employees in professional service firms share or hide
knowledge. We want you to recall and describe a concrete example over the last 6
months in which you were required to work with another coworker who possessed
expertise and knowledge different from you in your organization. The example can one
that you attempted to either share or intentionally not share knowledge with that
coworker. The situation may turn out to be either successful or less successful.”
After participants described a specific incident in detail, they were asked follow
up questions before completing a paper-and-pencil survey. The survey asked
participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed with a series of statements used
to capture variables under investigation in this study. All responses were rated on a 5point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree) except for social
desirability scale. All participants were instructed to complete the survey instantly after
the interview and returned it to the interviewer afterward. All interviews lasted for 20
minutes to one hour. Upon the completion of each interview, participants were given
the opportunity to be debriefed verbally or in written form. The interview template used
for conducting the study with a full list of the measurement items are presented in
Appendix 1 (English Version) and Appendix 2 (Chinese Version).
Measures
Table 2 identifies the number of items and the reliability coefficient for each
scale used in this study. All the scales were rephrased to gauge the participants’
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evaluation of their relationship with others and behaviors they experienced in a specific
incident. Appendix 15 presents a full list of the measures used in this study.
Goal Interdependence
Cooperative goal interdependence and competitive goal interdependence were
each measured by five items adapted from Alper, Tjosvold, and Law (1998).
Participants assessed the accuracy of the items in describing the pattern of his/her goals
compared to that of a coworker in the incident. The scale has been widely adopted in
previous studies (e.g., Chen & Tjosvold, 2005; Chen & Tjosvold, 2008; Tjosvold, Tang,
& West, 2004) and is a robust tool for capturing the two extreme contexts of
interpersonal relationships among individuals. Sample items of cooperative goal scale
are “In this incident, my coworker and I wanted each other to succeed” and “In this
incident, my coworker and I sought compatible goals with each other”. The scale has a
Cronbach’s alpha of .85. Sample items for competitive goal scale are “In this incident,
my coworker did things in ways that favor his/her own goals rather than my goals” and
“In this incident, my coworker gave high priority to things that he/she wanted to
accomplish and low priority to things that I wanted to accomplish”. Cronbach’s alpha
of this scale is .79.
Knowledge Sharing
Knowledge sharing was measured with the five-item scale from Connelly et al.
(2012). Sample items include “In this incident, I explained everything very thoroughly”,
and “In this incident, I told him/her exactly what he/she needed to know”. The scale
has a Cronbach’s alpha of .86, which indicates that it has a high level of reliability.
Knowledge Hiding
Knowledge hiding was captured with the 12-item Knowledge Hiding Scale
developed by Connelly et al. (2012) which defined it as a multi-facet construct being
distinct from knowledge hoarding and a lack of knowledge sharing. In particular, the
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behavior of knowledge hiding can be classified into three forms, including evasive
hiding (4 items), playing dumb (4 items), and rationalized hiding (4 items). A sample
item under the evasive hiding facet is “In this incident, I agreed to help my coworker
but instead gave him/her information different from what he/she wanted”. Another
sample item of playing dumb is “In this incident, I pretended I did not know the
information”. A sample item of rationalized hiding is “In this incident, I explained that
the information was confidential and only available to people on a particular project”.
The knowledge hiding scale has a reliability coefficient of .90.
Help Seeking
The three-item scale from Anderson and Williams (1996) was adopted to assess
the extent to which participants sought help from their coworker in the incident
described. A sample item is “Because of our interaction, I approached that coworker
for advice when I didn’t understand how to solve a problem”. The Cronbach’s alpha of
the help seeking scale is .89.
Control Variables
Demographic details of participants, including gender, age, level of education,
organizational tenure, industry, and country of origin, were included in the survey in
order to control their impacts on the dependent variables.
Further, knowledge hiding is considered as an undesirable behavior at
workplace that may be subjected to participants’ social desirability variance. Bias
caused by social desirability can produce spurious relationships that mask the true
linkage among variables (Ganster, Hennessey, & Luthans, 1983). Consistent with
previous research (e.g., Patel, Messersmith, & Lepak, 2013), a short version of the
Crowne and Marlowe Social Desirability Scale (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972) was
included in the survey to control for the bias. The scale has been extensively adopted
by researchers to investigate undesirable behaviors at workplace (e.g., Jones &
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Kavanagh, 1996; Restubog et al., 2012). It consists of a total of ten true-or-false items
describing some socially undesirable behaviors. A sample item is “I have never
deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings”. Responses to the items were
coded as 0 and 1. The scores for the ten items were summed to check for the correlation
between the social desirability scale and items in the knowledge hiding scale. A high
correlation between the social desirability scale and items implies the fact that
participants tend to provide answers that are culturally and socially acceptable, rather
than their actual feelings and behaviors (Poksakoff et al., 2003). Therefore, those items
had to be eliminated. Consistent with past research (e.g. Aquino et al., 1999; Mitchell
& Ambrose, 2007), items with a correlation coefficient greater than .30 with the
Marlowe Social Desirability Scale need to be removed.

Table 2
Reliability of Scales (Study 1)
No. of Items

Cronbach’s Alpha

Cooperative goal interdependence

3

.85

Competitive goal interdependence

2

.79

Knowledge sharing

5

.86

Knowledge hiding

12

.90

Help seeking

3

.89

Measure

Data Analysis
The current study conducts both qualitative and quantitative analyses for the
data collected. For the qualitative data from participants’ narrative accounts on the
incidents recalled, they were categorized and summarized to understand the influences
of goal interdependence on employees’ knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.
Summary of the qualitative data and four special cases are illustrated in the results
section of this chapter.
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For the quantitative data collected from the survey completed by participants at
the end of each interview, a series of analyses was conducted to validate the scales and
to test for the hypotheses. First, Harman’s one-factor test was carried out to check for
the significance of common method variance in the findings based on the data set.
Second, descriptive statistics were obtained and correlation analyses were conducted to
examine the initial linkage among the variables. Third, a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was applied to examine the construct and discriminant validity of the factors.
Finally, to test the hypotheses in the current study, structural equation modeling was
adopted to test the measurement model as a whole. In addition, the hypothesized
indirect effects were tested with bootstrapping technique using the SPSS (IBM
Corporation, Armonk, NY) macro developed by Preacher and Hayes (2004).
Common Method Variance
In the current study, since all variables were self-reported by participants, the
data may be subjected to common method variance which is a main source of
measurement error (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Podsakoff et al., 2003). As suggested by
Podsakoff et al. (2003), Harman’s single-factor test can be used as a statistical remedy
to control common method bias. The notion is to test for a hypothesis that a single
factor can explain for all the variance in the data (cf. Iverson & Maguire, 2000).
According to Podsakoff et al. (2003), CFA is a more sophisticated analytical tool for
conducting Harman’s single-factor test compared to exploratory factor analysis
compared to exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Therefore, all the variables in this study
were loaded into one factor model for testing using CFA.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006) with
LISREL 8.8 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006) to examine the construct and discriminant
validity of the five distinct latent variables, namely cooperative goal interdependence,
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competitive goal interdependence, knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and help
seeking. The hypothesized 5-factor model consisted of five latent factors (i.e.,
cooperative goal interdependence, competitive goal interdependence, knowledge
sharing, knowledge hiding, and help seeking) and was labeled as M0. For knowledge
hiding, three parcels were created to maintain a favorable indicator-to-sample-size ratio
(Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998). Following similar approach of Mayer et al. (2012), the 12
items that captured knowledge hiding were randomly combined to form three parcels
consisting of 4 items each. The fitness of Model M0 was subsequently compared to that
of several alternative models, including eight 4-factor models, four 3-factor models,
two 2-factor models, and one-factor measurement model.
However, prior to conducting CFA, parceling technique was adopted to
restructure the measurement items (Mayer et al., 2012) for two main reasons. First, it is
to obtain a more favorable parameter-to-sample-size ratio (e.g., Bagozzi & Edwards,
1998; Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994) for more continuous and normally distributed data
and thus a better goodness of fit indices. Second, it may provide a better representation
of scales that contain multi-faceted dimensions (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998). The
common rule of thumb held by researchers is that the number of indicators per variable
should not exceed three or four to avoid problems of shared secondary influences and
cross loadings among parameters (Hall, Snell, & Foust, 1999). Therefore, a total of 12
items that measured knowledge hiding were randomly assigned to 3 parcels for
subsequent measurement model testing and CFA.
To interpret the results of CFA (Table 3), related model fit indices provide a
benchmark for examining the construct validity and fitness of the measurement models.
In particular, Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested that both Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
and Incremental Fit Index being .95 or above, Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) being .08 or below indicate a satisfactory level of model fit.
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In addition, a X 2/df ratio of three or below is another rule of thumb suggesting a good
model fit for a data set (Kline, 1998).
Hypotheses Testing
To obtain an initial overview of the relationships among variables, the
descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients for all the variables were obtained. To
further test the mediation hypotheses, structural equation modeling (SEM) was
conducted to examine the path estimates in the measurement model taking the control
variables into account.
Then, a nested-models approach was adopted to examine the meditated models.
Specifically, the hypothesized fully mediated model (M0) was compared with
alternative models, including (1) the partially mediated model (Ma) in which the direct
paths from goal interdependence to help seeking were added, and (2) a non-mediated
model (Mb) in which the mediators are excluded.
Results
The following section presents the findings for a series of analyses conducted
with both the qualitative and quantitative data collected from interviews in Study 1.
First, four representative cases summarized from the narrative accounts of participants
about related incidents are illustrated in relation to the hypothesized model. Second,
results of correlation analysis are reported with the descriptive statistics. Third, results
of a series of confirmatory factor analyses conducted for checking common method
bias and the construct validity of scales are illustrated. Finally, results of hypotheses
testing are articulated in detail.
Summary of Incidents
A total of 127 interviews were conducted in study 1. Each interview was
recorded with the participant’s consent. The incidents were classified into two groups
based on the form of goal interdependence between each participant and another
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colleague involved in the incident recalled. The classification was based on the rating
provided by participants on the surveys and participants’ verbal description. Among
127 cases, 82 cases belong to cooperative goal interdependence in which 77 cases
involved intensive knowledge sharing by the participants. On the other hand, 45 cases
represent a context of competitive goal interdependence in which 27 cases involved
high level of knowledge hiding behaviors. Overall speaking, the incidents provide
consistent support for the hypothesized model as well as the findings from quantitative
data analysis illustrated in latter section in this chapter.
Cases Illustrations
The qualitative data collected from the interviews were first classified into two
categories based on the reported form of goal interdependence, i.e., cooperative goal
interdependence and competitive goal interdependence. Four special cases were
selected for illustrating how the structure of goals among employees may affect their
propensity to share versus to hide knowledge from each other, as well as their
subsequent willingness to seek help.
Case A
The first case illustrates how perceived cooperative goal interdependence can
promote an employee’s knowledge sharing with another coworker and his subsequent
willingness to seek help from that coworker. A male employee of a bank in Hong Kong
worked with a coworker on a project to boost the cash deposits in a particular customer
segment. The targeted customer segment mainly covered those individual clients or
companies who had a cash flow of HKD 300,000 or above. Before formulating
effective strategies to encourage those targeted customers to deposit more cash into the
bank, an initial step was to first identify the sources of these customers. Both the
employee and his coworker had a compatible goal to achieve a 30 percent incremental
deposit for the bank that year.
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The employee had former experience of opening bank accounts for companies
in the wine industry, whereas his coworker worked in consumer banking segment
before serving individual customers. After three months, he succeeded in making a few
deals with several wine retailers to transfer their cash deposit from another bank to their
bank. His coworker also identified several medical doctors as their potential clients.
However, the cash deposited from individual customer were far less than those from
company clients.
To maximize the potential deposits, both of them sat together to evaluate their
progress and attempted to come up with new strategies to attract more cash deposits.
Based on his former work experience, the employee shared with his coworker that
customer referral was a very effective strategy for achieving a “snowballing” effect in
boosting deposits. At the end, the project was successful and both of them were able to
meet their performance goals. During the incident, he also sought advice from his
coworker regarding some specific strategies for dealing with individual customers so
that he could make use of related skills in future projects.
Case B
Case B discusses an incident, in which an employee shared cooperative work
goals with another coworker, which in turn motivated knowledge sharing. Yet,
occasional knowledge hiding was also involved in the incident. An employee working
in the sales management department in an investment bank in Hong Kong recalled and
described a recent incident where he worked with a colleague from another team to
develop a consolidated platform for managing the performance of all salesperson in all
branches of the bank worldwide. The development of the consolidated platform
required them to collect a broad variety of information from salespersons such as the
types and the prices of investment products they sold, and the segment to which their
customers belong. Therefore, the project needed them both to frequently communicate
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with and exchange information with each other and with colleagues from other cities.
He pointed out that their joint work goals were to complete the project within a time
particular time frame and to present the finished product to the senior management.
However, before he joined his current organization, he had worked on similar
projects in other companies so that he had a good understanding and fundamental
know-how regarding the procedure of developing a similar sales management platform.
The coworker whom he partnered with in leading this project was a junior staff with
little or no related experience. Thus, in order to complete the project on time, his
coworkers required his intensive assistance and sharing of his expertise.
Before the project officially began, he arranged a meeting to share what he
knew about developing a sales performance management platform with his coworker.
Due to their different level of understanding about the implementation of the project, he
took lead to allocate duties and responsibilities to his coworker based on their strengths
and weaknesses. After the project commenced, he initiated to arrange weekly meeting
with his coworker to achieve three objectives: (1) to follow up each other’s work
project, (2) to jointly prepare regular report to senior management, and (3) to share with
each other the challenges encountered in collecting the information required from
salespersons in different cities.
In addition, he also shared an interesting insight regarding his concurrent
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding behaviors. Although he engaged in intensive
sharing of expertise with his coworker most of the time, there were occasions that he
intentionally hid knowledge. He recalled and cited the following example. He and his
coworker divided job duties among themselves to maximize their efficiency. In
particular, he was responsible for contacting all the sales teams to request their sales
history as well as to liaise with software companies regarding the launching of the
online platform. His coworker was mainly in charge of collecting information
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regarding the bank’s investment products on web and preparing slides to pitch their
platform to senior management. However, his coworker was also eager to learn about
the technical issues regarding the launch of the platform online. Since this was not
within his coworker’s job scope, he refused to share related knowledge because doing
so would have slowed down their progress.
Case C
Case C illustrates an example of how competitive goal interdependence may
lead to knowledge hiding. A female employee working in an accounting firm was
working on an auditing project for several clients during a peak season. Therefore, she
felt overwhelmed by the work she needed to accomplish. Her manager, however, kept
adding more workload on her due to a lack of labor in the team. She recalled two
specific examples in which she intentionally concealed expertise and information from
her manager. First, when her manager asked her how her work progress was, she
deliberately reported that she had not yet finished the work on hand even though she in
fact did. Second, when her manager asked her if she knew how to compile a
consolidated financial statement for a retailing company, she expressed that she had no
idea at all. According to this interviewee’s description, her intention of hiding expertise
was to avoid further workload because she felt physically and emotionally exhausted
during that time. Even though she was in the same team with the manager, she
perceived her manager’s goal was to both meet the team’s performance target and trim
as much cost as possible. Insufficient staff in her team was the main reason why she
could never leave the office until 2am every day during that period. Since she
concerned about her health and quality of work, she refused to tell her manager the
truth regarding her work progress and expertise.
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Case D
Case D illustrates an incident in which a female employee working in a research
company engaged in knowledge hiding behavior. In the incident, she saw providing
help to coworkers as actions on the expense of her success in task accomplishment. She
also withheld knowledge because she did not foresee the need to request help from her
coworker in the future.
The daily job role of the female employee and that of her coworker were very
similar. Specifically, they were both responsible for doing research on education sector
in China. While her search mainly focused on educational institutions in larger cities
such as Shanghai and Guangzhou, her coworker focused on doing research on
institutions in second-tier cities such as Xian.
Although both she and her coworker joined the company around the same time,
she was always able to perform research more efficiently. Once, her coworker asked
her for tips about how to perform research more efficiently. Yet, she was not so willing
to openly share her technical know-how. She expressed that she saw no gains by
sharing her expertise because her time should have been spent on finishing her work on
time but not on assisting others to complete theirs. Besides, she had never asked anyone
for help during her self-learning process. Therefore, she thought her coworker should
also invest time like she did to master the required skills. What’s more, she didn't think
she would need her coworker’s assistance in the future.
Finally, they were both able to complete their tasks at the end. However, as
expected, she was able to accomplish the assignments earlier than her coworker did.
Correlational Analysis
A correlation analysis was conducted for examining the impact of social
desirability bias on the data set and to obtain an initial understanding of the
relationships among variables. Results showed that all items in the knowledge hiding
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scale had a non-significant correlation coefficient with the social desirability scale,
ranging from .007 to -.15. Since the coefficients were all below the threshold of .30
recommended in previous studies (e.g., Mitchell & Ambrose, 2007), it can be
concluded that social desirability bias does not cause a significant threat to the data.
Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations for all the
variables. Correlation analyses serve to provide a preliminary overview of the
hypothesized relationship among variables. Based on the results, the direction and
strength of the linkages among goal interdependence, knowledge sharing, knowledge
hiding, and help seeking is discussed below.
Goal interdependence, knowledge sharing, and knowledge hiding
Hypotheses 1 and 2 predict that perceived cooperative goal interdependence
would be positively related to knowledge sharing but negatively related to knowledge
hiding. Results of the correlation analysis demonstrated that cooperative goal
interdependence has both a significantly positive relationship with knowledge sharing
(r = .77, p < .01) and a significantly negative relationship with knowledge hiding (r = .68, p < .01). Therefore, hypotheses 1 and 2 were both initially supported.
On the other hand, hypotheses 3 and 4 posit that another independent variable,
i.e., perceived competitive goal interdependence, will be negatively related to
knowledge sharing but positively related to knowledge hiding. Results also appeared to
be consistent with the hypotheses. A higher level of competitive goal interdependence
is significantly associated with a lower level of knowledge sharing (r = -.64, p < .01)
but related to a higher level of knowledge hiding (r = .69, p < .01). Hypotheses 3 and 4
were hence also supported.
Knowledge sharing and help seeking
Further, hypothesis 5 in this study suggests that an individual’s knowledge
sharing is positively related to his/her own help seeking behavior. Results of the
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correlation analysis again provide initial support for this hypothesis. Knowledge
sharing appears to have a significantly positive relationship with help seeking (r = .76,
p < .01).
Knowledge hiding and help seeking
Finally, hypothesis 6 proposes that contrary to knowledge sharing, a high level
of
knowledge hiding will lead to a lower level of help seeking. It was found that
consistent to the prediction, knowledge hiding is significantly and negatively related to
help seeking (r = -.61, p < .01).
In sum, the correlation analyses reveal that the relationships among all the
variables appear in their hypothesized patterns. To further test the model fit of the
theoretical framework and the hypothesized relationships among variables as a whole,
confirmatory factor analyses and structural equation modeling analyses were conducted.
The results are reported in the following section.
Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA)
Table 4 presents the model fit indices of the baseline model and that of a few
competing models for validating the hypothesized measurement model. In particular,
results of CFA revealed that the hypothesized 5-factor model (M0) had an acceptable
model fit (X 2 = 162.36, df = 94; X 2 /df = 1.73; RMSEA = .08; CFI = .99 [Arbuckle,
1997; Bollen, 1989; Browne & Cudeck, 1993]). The hypothesized 5-factor model (M0)
also displayed a better model fit than other competing models.
Specifically, both the CFI values and the IFI scores of all the alternative models
were lower than that of the proposed model. The RMSEA value of the baseline model
was also lower than that of other models. Besides, the hypothesized 5-factor model (X 2
(94) = 162.36, p < .01) had a significant better model fit compared to that of the one-
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factor model (X 2 (104) = 338.69, p < .01). Therefore, it can be concluded that common
method variance did not cause a significant threat to the data set.
Furthermore, all the parameters in the measurement model had a factor loading
of .70 or above. The results then suggest that all the five latent variables in the
hypothesized model were distinct from each other.
Hypotheses Testing
To test the hypothesized model in Figure 2, structural equation modeling was
conducted to obtain the path estimates for the model. Results are presented with the
path estimates in Figure 3. The results provide findings for the following relationships:
(1) the main effect of cooperative goal interdependence on knowledge sharing; (2) the
main effect of competitive goal interdependence on knowledge hiding; (3) the effect of
knowledge sharing on help seeking; and (4) the effect of knowledge hiding on help
seeking. Control variables were included in the measurement model during the SEM
analysis.
Effect of goal interdependence on knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
Hypotheses 1 and 2 predict that cooperative goal interdependence leads to
knowledge sharing but inhibits knowledge hiding. Supporting both hypotheses, results
indicated that cooperative goal interdependence had a significant positive influence on
knowledge sharing (β = .82, p < .001) and a significant negative effect on knowledge
hiding (β = -.46, p < .001).
Hypotheses 3 and 4 propose that competitive goal interdependence, on the other
hand, reduces knowledge sharing but promotes knowledge hiding. In support of
Hypothesis 3, results yielded support for the negative linkage between competitive goal
interdependence and knowledge hiding (β = .40, p < .001). However, the hypothesized
effect of competitive goal interdependence on knowledge sharing was not supported (β
= -.14, ns). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.
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Knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and help seeking
Hypothesis 5 proposes that knowledge sharing promotes help seeking. In
support of Hypothesis 5, results demonstrate a significant positive relationship between
knowledge sharing and help seeking (β = .98, p < .001). Hypothesis 6 speculates that
knowledge hiding prohibits help seeking. The path coefficient for the relationship
between knowledge hiding and help seeking was however non-significant (β = .13, ns).
Hence, Hypothesis 6 failed to gain support by the data. Hypotheses 7 predicts that
knowledge sharing is a mediator transforming the effect of cooperative goal
interdependence on help seeking. The results of structural equation modeling showed
preliminary support for Hypothesis 7. However, the mediating effect of knowledge
sharing in the relationship between competitive goal interdependence and help seeking
specified in Hypothesis 8 was not supported. Similarly, Hypotheses 9 and 10, which
speculate the mediating effect of knowledge hiding in the linkage between the two
forms of goal interdependence and help seeking failed to gain support.
Nested-Model Comparison
Table 5 presents the model fit indices for the proposed fully mediated model,
compared to that of alternative models. The hypothesized fully mediated model is
labeled (M0), while the partially mediated model is labeled (Ma) and the non- mediated
model is represented with (Mb). The fully mediated model hypothesizes that the effect
of the predicting variables on the dependent variable is channeled solely through the
mediating variables indirectly, whereas the partially mediated model adds an additional
direct path from each of the independent variable to the dependent variable. That is, the
partially mediated model hypothesizes that goal interdependence does not only affect
employee help seeking through the mediating effects of knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding but also has main effects on help seeking.
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According to Hu and Bentler (1999), a CFI value of 0.90 or above indicates that
the model fit of the hypothesized model is not expected to improve significantly with a
change of sample size. In addition, a X 2 / df ratio of less than 3, an IFI value of 0.90, and
a RMSEA score of 0.80 or below suggest a satisfactory model fit with the data (Bentler
& Bonett, 1980; Kline, 1998; Ullman & Bentler, 2003).
Results show that both the hypothesized fully mediated model (M0) and the
alternative partially mediated model (Ma) provided good fit to the data (Hu & Bentler,
1999). For M0, it has a X 2 of 389.37, a CFI of .98, a X 2 / df ratio of 1.77, an IFI of .98,
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Table 3
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics (Study 1)
Variables

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1

Gender

1.72

0.45

1

2

Age

28.01

5.17

-.02

1

3

Education level

2.19

0.43

-.18*

.36**

1

4

Tenure

2.66

2.65

.13

.68**

.06

1

5

Nationality

1.31

0.71

-.13

.24**

.41**

.06

1

6

Industry

5.07

2.78

-.06

-.03

.02

-.04

.06

1

7

Cooperative goal

3.73

1.08

-.02

-.16

.02

-.11

.08

.01

1

8

Competitive goal

2.99

1.23

-.09

.10

-.06

.02

-.15

-.03

-.69**

1

9

Knowledge sharing

3.58

0.91

-.02

-.07

.11

-.06

.14

.05

.77**

-.64**

1

10

Knowledge hiding

2.40

0.95

.02

.07

-.05

.11

-.14

-.02

-.68**

.69**

-.75**

1

11

Help seeking

3.50

1.01

.10

-.13

.04

-.12

.07

-.04

.73**

-.60**

.76**

-.61**

Note: n = 127.
* p < .05
** p < .01

45

11

1

Table 4
Confirmatory Factor Analyses Testing the Baseline Model (Study 1)
Measurement models and
df
IFI CFI RMR
X2
ΔX2
structure
0.
Baseline 5-factor Model
162.36
94
.99
.99
.06
1.
Combined COOP and
181.54
98
19.18** .98
.98
.07
COMP
2.
Combined COOP and
184.46
98
22.1**
.98
.98
.06
KS
3.
Combined COOP and
239.16
98
76.8**
.97
.97
.07
KH
4.
Combined COMP and
189.06
98
26.7**
.98
.98
.07
KS
5.
Combined COMP and
441.07
98
278.71** .88
.88
.10
KH
6.
Combined KS and KH
519.72
98
357.36** .85
.85
.11
7.
Combined COOP and
436.03
98
273.67** .89
.89
.10
SEEK
8.
Combined COMP and
217.30
98
54.94** .97
.97
.08
SEEK
9.
Combined COOP, KS,
233.99 101
71.63** .97
.97
.07
and SEEK
10.
Combined COMP, KS,
244.63 101
82.27** .97
.97
.08
and SEEK
11.
Combined COOP, KS,
250.36 101
88.00** .97
.97
.07
and KH
12.
Combined COMP, KS,
263.09 101
100.73** .97
.97
.07
and KH
13.
Combined COOP, KS,
323.80 103
161.44** .95
.95
.07
KH, and SEEK
14.
Combined COMP, KS,
322.02 103
159.66** .95
.95
.08
KH, and SEEK
15.
One factor measurement
338.69 104
176.33** .95
.95
.08
model
Note: n = 127. ** p < .01.
COOP = perceived cooperative goal interdependence,
COMP = perceived competitive goal interdependence, KS = knowledge sharing,
KH = knowledge hiding, SEEK = help seeking.
The Δ X 2 is in relation to Model 0.
Model
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RMSEA
.08
.08
.08
.11
.09
.12
.11
.10
.10
.10
.11
.11
.12
.14
.14
.14

and a RMSEA of .07. For Ma, it has a X 2 of 387.22, a CFI of .98, a X 2 / df ratio of 1.78,
an IFI of .95, and a RMSEA of .07. Although there is no significant difference in
terms of their model fit between the two nested models, the partially mediated model
has a slightly higher chi-square value (X 2 ) and a lower X 2 / df ratio. In addition, the
hypothesized fully mediated model is preferred following the parsimonious principle
(Rigdon, 1999). Therefore, the fully mediated model is superior to the partially
mediated model. As for the non-mediated model, results indicate that it has an
acceptable level of model fit (X 2 = 451.61, X 2 / df = 2.03, CFI = 0.97, IFI = 0.97,
RMSEA = 0.09). However its model fit indices was not as good as those of the
hypothesized model (M0). In sum, the hypothesized fully mediated model fits well the
data in this study.

Figure 3
Path Estimates (Study 1)

Cooperative
Goal
-.46***

.82***

Knowledge
Sharing

.98***
Help Seeking

-.14
Competitive
Goal

.40***

Knowledge
Hiding

-.13

Control Variables
Age, Gender,
Industry, Tenure,
Nationality

Note: n = 127.
** p < .01
*** p < .001
Significant paths appear in concrete line; insignificant paths appear in dotted line.
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Table 5
Results of Nested-Model Comparison (Study 1)
X2

ΔX2

X 2 / df

-

1.77

CFI
0.98

IFI
0.98

RMSEA
0.07

1. Partial mediated

389.37

df
220

2. Fully mediated

387.22

218

2.15

1.78

0.98

0.95

0.07

3. Non-mediated
model

451.61

222

64.39**

2.03

0.97

0.97

0.09

Note: n = 127. ** p < .01.
The Δ X 2 is in relation to Model 0.
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Bootstrapping Analysis
To supplement the regression analysis, a bootstrapping analysis was conducted
to further directly test the mediating roles of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding,
holding the effects of control variables constant. As shown in Table 6, bootstrapping
was carried out with 5,000 samples on a 99% confidence interval. Results supported
the mediating role of knowledge sharing in the indirect relationship between
cooperative goal interdependence, as its confidence interval does not contain zero
(.15, .57). Hypothesis 7 was thus supported. On the contrary, consistent to the results
of structural equation modeling, the mediation effects predicted in Hypotheses 8 to 10
were not supported, their confident intervals derived from bootstrapping analysis all
contain zero.
Summary
This chapter introduced the method adopted in Study 1 and summarized the approach
and results of data analyses. Critical incident technique was employed to administer
interviews with 127 full-time employees in professional service firms. Results of
analyses provided general support for the hypotheses regarding the effect of goal
interdependence on knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and help seeking.
However, only the mediating role of knowledge sharing, but not that of knowledge
hiding, gained support from the data set. To replicate the findings of this study and to
further extend the theoretical model, Study 2 was conducted with alternative
methodology. The next chapter articulates its method, approach adopted for data
analysis, as well as findings in detail.

49

Table 6
Results of Bootstrapping for the Mediating Effects for Knowledge Sharing and
Knowledge Hiding (Study 1)
Variable

B
SE
t
Knowledge sharing as mediator
COOP regressed on KS
.54
.07
8.08
COMP regressed on KS
-.14
.06
-2.42
KS regressed on SEEK
.56
.11
5.07
COOP regressed on KH
COMP regressed on KH
KH regressed on SEEK
Mediator
KS
KH

Knowledge hiding as mediator
-.34
.07
.33
.07
.05
.10

-4.55
5.08
0.49

p
< .001
< .05
< .001
< .001
< .001
.62

Bootstrapping results for the indirect effect of COOP on SEEK
Value
SE
LL 99% CI UL 99% CI
.30
.07
.15
.57
-.02
.04
-.14
.08

Bootstrapping results for the indirect effect of COMP on SEEK
Mediator
Value
SE
LL 99% CI UL 99% CI
KS
-.08
.04
-.20
.00
KH
.02
.04
-.07
.12
Note. n = 127. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported.
COOP = cooperative goal interdependence; KS = knowledge sharing;
COMP = competitive goal interdependence; KH = knowledge hiding;
SEEK = help seeking.
Bootstrap sample size = 5,000.
LL = Lower limit; CI = Confident interval; UL = Upper limit.
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CHAPTER 5
STUDY 2
Study 2 was conducted with an experimental design to serve three purposes.
First, it replicates findings in Study 1 to cross validate the relationships among the
variables. Second, it advances the theoretical model shown in Figure 4 by examining
the potential moderating roles of reciprocity beliefs. Third, it addresses the limitations
of Study 1 concerning common method bias and insufficiencies in drawing strong
causal inferences for the hypothesized relationships. In addition, according to the goal
literature, employees may simultaneously possess multiple goals. They could for
example have self-set work goals (Austin & Vancouver, 1996; Pomaki, Maes, & Doest,
2004), short-term goals (Carver & Scheier, 1998), and occupational goals (i.e., careeradvancement goals, Abele & Spurk, 2009). Past research reveals that different types of
goals may motivate individuals to focus on considerations and affect different
behavioral outcomes (e.g., Jameson, 1999; Tyler, 1986). To avoid potential confound
related to the diversity and prioritization of individuals’ goals, Study 2 serves to more
precisely induce a single task-related goal so as to draw causal conclusions more
confidently. This chapter focuses on discussing Study 2. In this chapter, it first provides
an overview on the methodology adopted in Study 2. Second, it introduces the sample
and procedures adopted for conducting the experimental study. Third, it describes the
approach and methods used for checking the success of manipulation and for analyzing
the data. Finally, it summarizes the results of data analysis.
Methodology
Following a similar approach adopted in Ferrin and Dirks (2003), an experiment
was adapted in form of a survival game to examine the hypothesized mediating
processes and moderated relationships. The relationships among the
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Figure 4
Theoretical Framework for Study 2
Positive
Reciprocity
Beliefs
Knowledge
Sharing
Goal
Interdependenc
e

Help Seeking
Knowledge
Hiding
Negative
Reciprocity
Beliefs

following six variables: the form of goal interdependence (predicting variable);
knowledge sharing (mediator 1); knowledge hiding (mediator 2); help seeking
(outcome variable); positive reciprocity belief (moderator 1); and negative reciprocity
belief (moderator 2).
Sample
A total of 156 full-time students from business faculty at a university in Macau
were recruited to participate in this experimental study. Of these 156 participants, 6
were excluded because there were blank pages left unfilled in their returned
questionnaires. Therefore, the final sample has 150 participants. Following Ferrin and
Dirks’s (2003) recommendation, to avoid the problem of non-independence of the
observations, only one member (A) within each dyad was shortlisted for data analysis
(N = 75). Among these 75 participants, 42 (56%) were female, average age was 21 (SD
= 1.01), majority of them are either from Macau (70.7%) or the Mainland China
(26.7%). Participants’ demographic details are presented in Table 7.
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Materials and Procedures
The current study is a scenario-based experiment adapted from Ferrin and Dirks (2003).
Upon arrival at the laboratory, participants were randomly assigned to one of the
following conditions in pairs: (1) cooperative goal interdependence, and (2)
competitive goal interdependence. A consent form was then distributed to each
participant to assure their confidentiality and to obtain their consensus for participation
in this study in written form. They were also notified on the consent form that each
participant will be given a performance-based cash reward as incentive for their
participation at the end of the experiment.
Table 7
Demographic Characteristics of Participants in Study 2

Male

1

No. of
Participants
33

Female

0

42

56%

Age

-

-

75

100%

Education

High School Diploma

1

4

5.3%

Level

University Degree

2

71

94.7%

Hong Kong

1

2

2.7%

Macau

2

53

70.7%

Mainland China

3

20

26.7%

Dimension
Gender

Country

Category

Code

Percentage
44%

Mean

SD

0.44

0.50

21.01

1.01

1.95

0.23

2.24

0.49

Note: n = 75.
Before the treatment, all participants were required to first complete a preexperiment questionnaire (Appendixes 3 and 4) that captured their positive reciprocity
beliefs, negative reciprocity beliefs, and social desirability bias. Upon their completion
of the pre-experiment survey, each of them was distributed the following materials: (1)
a pencil; (2) a scenario in written form based on their assigned condition (i.e., either
cooperative goal interdependence or competitive goal interdependence); and (3) two
blank A4 papers (Appendixes 5 to 12). They were given 5 minutes to read through their
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assigned scenario and instructions regarding how to complete a task with a randomly
assigned partner.
During the treatment, they were required to work together with their partner to
complete tasks in a survival game. Upon their completion of the tasks, they were told to
fill out a post-experiment questionnaire (Appendixes 13 and 14) that captured their
perception on their experience of goal interdependence with partner, their own
knowledge hiding behavior, their partner’s knowledge sharing and help seeking
behaviors. Afterward, they were given a debriefing form and were given HKD 50 cash
reward as incentives. The debriefing form served to notify participants about the
purposes of this study and the fact that the performance-based cash incentive was part
of the experiment’s manipulation. That is, the cash they received at the end of the
experience was unrelated with their capabilities and task performance.
Task
Following a similar approach as Ferrin and Dirks (2003), a survival task was
adapted to simulate different forms of goal interdependence because these types of
tasks are useful for examining interpersonal interaction and joint effort in problem
solving which resemble job tasks in companies in the reality. Participants were given a
scenario in which their boat had been destroyed by fire in the sea, with a set of 14 items
(e.g., water, compass, mosquito net, etc.) left for survival. Member A in each dyad was
given written information about the names and the usefulness of seven items (one-half
of the total 14 items), while member B had the information for the other seven items
(the other half of the total 14 items). On the information sheet, both the correct and
misleading information about the items were provided to the participants. Besides, their
goal for task accomplishment was also clearly stated on the information sheet. They
were all told to provide each other information regarding the items with the goal of
surviving (1 = most important for survival, 14 = not at all important for survival).
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Besides, they may choose to either completely or selectively disclose certain details to
help or mislead partners if they wish to do so in order to accomplish their goals in their
assigned task. After the briefing, each dyad worked independently with their partner by
communicating in written form on a blank paper. The purpose of such design is to
eliminate potential confounding effect on the dependent variable such as liking toward
the partner (Ferrin & Dirks, 2003). In addition, it could inhibit participants from
becoming distracted by other groups’ dialogues.
Manipulation
Goal interdependence was manipulated with two treatment conditions. In the
condition of cooperative goal interdependence, participants were notified that there was
a rubber boat that could rescue both of them from the sea if they could successfully
achieve a good performance in their assigned tasks. Therefore, their goals were to come
up with an accurate ranking for all the 14 items together with their partner. Anyone of
them in the dyad achieved a more accurate answer would entitle both partners with a
higher chance of survival as well as a higher level of cash rewards (a maximum of
HKD 100 for each dyad) at the end of the experiment.
On the contrary, in the condition of competitive goal interdependence,
participants read from their scenario that there was only one life jacket for rescuing the
one who performed better in the task. In order to fight for a higher chance of survival,
the one who obtained a more accurate list of ranking for the 14 items could get the life
jacket. In addition, the person who achieved an accurate ranking for the items could
gain up to HKD 100 cash reward, depending on their performance relative to that of
their partner. That is, the better their partner performed in the task compared to their
own performance, the less the cash reward they would receive.
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Measures
In this study, participants reported their own reciprocity beliefs, perceived goal
interdependence with their partner, as well as their own knowledge hiding behavior.
Knowledge sharing and help seeking were both rated by each participant’s partner.
Same as in Study 1, all items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree,
5 = strongly agree) except for the social desirability scale.
All the variables were collected in two separate surveys, with one before the
manipulation and the other after the manipulation. Specifically, in the pre-experiment
survey, reciprocity beliefs, social desirability, and demographic variables were
collected. In the post-experiment survey, task interdependence, knowledge sharing,
knowledge hiding, and help seeking were measured.
To check the effectiveness of the goal interdependence manipulation, the 5
items from Alper, Tjosvold, and Law (1998) adopted in Study 1 were again used to
measure participants’ perception on their form of goal interdependence with their
partner in the assigned task in Study 2. All other variables including knowledge sharing,
knowledge hiding, and help seeking behavior were captured with same measures
adopted in Study 1. Appendix 15 presents a full list of the measures adopted in Study 1
and Study 2.
Positive Reciprocity Belief
A 10-item Positive Reciprocity Belief developed by Eisenberger et al. (2004)
was used to measure participants’ positive reciprocity belief. A sample item is “I feel
uncomfortable when someone does me a favor which I know I won’t be able to return”.
Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .88.
Negative Reciprocity Belief
Another 14-item Negative Reciprocity Belief from Eisenberger et al. (2004)
was used to capture participants’ negative reciprocity belief. A sample item is “If a
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person wants to be your enemy, you should treat them like an enemy”. Cronbach’s
alpha of the scale was .91.
Control variables
Similar to Study 1, participants’ demographics including gender, age, level of
education, and nationality, and social desirability (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972) were all
collected as control variables. Besides, task interdependence was also controlled.
According to prior research (Barreto & Ellemers, 2002; Bock et al., 2005;
Somech et al., 2009), task interdependence could influence individuals’ behaviors in
response to social context such as knowledge sharing behaviors. Task interdependence
refers to the extent to which an individual team members needs information, materials,
and support from other team members to be able to do his or her job (Brass, 1981; van
der Vegt, van de Vliert, & Oosterhof, 2003). Task interdependence differs from goal
interdependence in the sense that it is less subjected to the influence of some individual
factors such as personality traits and contextual factors such as reward systems and
feedback (cf. Deutsch, 1973; van der Vegt & Janssen, 2003). However, since task
interdependence may affect team members’ interactions and behavioral dynamics
(Somech, Desivilya, & Lidogoster, 2009), I followed Cerne et al. (2014) to control the
effect of task interdependence on help seeking by adapting the five-item task
interdependence scale from van der Vegt et al. (2003). Specifically, the term “work” in
the original scale was modified to be “task”; “colleague(s)” was replaced with “peer”.
Sample items included “In order to complete our task, my peer and I have to exchange
information and advice”, and “I need information and advice from my partner to
perform the task well”.
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Data Analysis
Manipulation Check
The manipulation of different forms of goal interdependence was validated with
independent t-tests to check whether participants in cooperative goal condition indeed
perceived themselves having cooperative goal interdependence with their partners to a
larger extent. Similarly, those in competitive goal condition were checked to see if they
reported a higher degree of competitive goal interdependence with their partner.
Reliability of Scales
The reliability of scales was examined by checking their Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients. In addition, following the recommendation of Anderson and Gerbing
(1988), a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to investigate the unidimensionality of the five latent factors representing (1) knowledge sharing; (2)
knowledge hiding; (3) help seeking; (4) positive reciprocity belief; and (5) negative
reciprocity belief. Specifically, the model fit indices of the hypothesized 5-factor model
were compared with that of alternative models.
Preliminary Analyses
To obtain an initial overview of the relationships among all the variables and to
check for social desirability bias, correlation analyses were conducted. The means,
standard deviations, and correlation coefficients of variables were obtained.
Subsequently, a series of ANOVA analyses were run to check the difference in the
participants’ knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and help seeking across the two
treatment groups.
Hypotheses Testing
Main effect of goal interdependence and mediations
To further test hypothesized relationships, a series of regression analyses were
carried out following the approach of Baron and Kenney (1986). First, mediations were
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tested by regressing help seeking on the control variable (Step 1), goal interdependence
(Step 2), and knowledge sharing together with knowledge hiding. Supplementary
bootstrapping analyses were done to directly examine the indirect effects of goal
interdependence on help seeking through knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.
Moderation
To examine the moderation hypotheses regarding reciprocity beliefs, two
additional sets of hierarchical moderated regression analyses were run. In the first set of
the moderated regression analysis, help seeking was inputted as the criterion variable.
Then, it was first regressed on control variables (Step 1), following by goal
interdependence (Step 2) and knowledge sharing (Step 3). Finally, the product term of
knowledge sharing and positive reciprocity belief was entered (Step 4). In the second
set of the analysis, the same procedure was performed except for Step 3 and 4. In
particular, knowledge hiding was entered in Step 3, while the product term that
combined knowledge hiding and negative reciprocity belief was entered in Step 4.
Conditional indirect effect
Hypotheses 11 and 12 posit that an individual’s reciprocity beliefs are likely to
affect the strength of the indirect effect of goal interdependence on help seeking. When
an individual possesses high positive reciprocity belief, he/she may be more likely to
increase help seeking subsequent to knowledge sharing behavior in the context of
cooperative goal interdependence. On the other hand, an individual whose negative
reciprocity belief is high is expected to further prevent himself/herself from seeking
help from peers whom he/she shares competitive goals and hides knowledge. To
formally test these moderated mediation hypotheses, regression analyses recommended
by Preacher et al. (2007) were adopted to operationalize the indirect effect of goal
interdependence on help seeking at a low versus a high level of knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding respectively.
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Results
Manipulation Check
Consistent with our manipulation, participants displayed significant differences
between conditions, with those in cooperative goal condition reporting a higher level of
perceived cooperative goal interdependence (M = 4.43, SD = 0.46) than those in
competitive goal condition (M = 3.37, SD = 0.94), F(1, 148) = 75.99, p < .001, than
those in competitive condition. Those in competitive goal conditions reported a higher
level of perceived competitive goals (M = 2.98, SD = 0.82) than those in cooperative
goal interdependence condition (M = 2.27, SD = 0.85), F(1, 148) = 27.58, p < .01.
Reliability of Scale
Table 8 presents the reliability coefficients of the scales. Majority of the scale
have a Cronbach’s alpha of .80 or above, indicating a high level of reliability.
Knowledge sharing has a coefficient of .65, demonstrating an acceptable level of
reliability. The correlation coefficients between all the latent variables and the items of
social desirability scale were between -.003 and -.28. It implies that the data set in this
study was not subjected to a major problem caused by social desirability bias.
Table 8
Reliability of Scales (Study 2)
No. of Items

Cronbach’s alpha

Cooperative goal interdependence

3

.86

Competitive goal interdependence

2

.72

Knowledge sharing

5

.65

Knowledge hiding

12

.89

Help seeking

3

.92

Positive reciprocity beliefs

10

.88

Negative reciprocity beliefs

14

.91

Task interdependence

5

.87

Scale
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Correlation Analyses
Descriptive statistics and the correlations among all the focal variables are
presented in Table 9. Results provided an initial overview of the relationships among
the hypothesized variables. For the manipulation of goal interdependence, the condition
of cooperative goal interdependence was coded as 1, whereas the condition of
competitive goal interdependence was coded as 0. Consistent with Hypotheses 1 to 4,
goal interdependence had a significant positive correlation with knowledge sharing
(r = .55, p < .05) and a significant negative correlation with knowledge hiding (r = -.54,
p < .01).
Similarly, following the same direction of the prediction under hypotheses 5
and 6, knowledge sharing demonstrated a significant positive linkage with help seeking
(r = .56, p < .01), while knowledge hiding had a significant negative correlation with
help seeking (r = -.44, p < .01).
Negative reciprocity belief had a significantly negative correlation with help
seeking (r = -.34, p < .01), initially supporting the assertion of Hypothesis 9. However,
positive reciprocity belief did not have a significant correlation with help seeking.
Further analyses were required to explicate its effect on help seeking.
ANOVA Analysis
An analysis of variance was conducted to further examine the proposed effect
of goal interdependence on knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and help seeking.
Evidence provides satisfactory support for hypotheses 1 to 4 that propose that
cooperative goal interdependence helps facilitate knowledge sharing but reduce
knowledge hiding, whereas competitive goal interdependence induces knowledge
hiding and discouraged individuals from seeking assistance from others.
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The results of the ANOVA test are summarized in Table 10. Participants in
cooperative condition (M = 4.15, SD = 0.42), compared to those in competitive
condition (M = 3.62, SD = 0.75), more frequently engaged in knowledge sharing,
Table 9
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics (Study 2)
Variables

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1

Goal
interdependence

0.52

0.50

1

2

Cooperative goal

3.87

0.83

.70**

1

3

Competitive goal

2.67

0.93

-.38**

-.48**

1

4

Knowledge
sharing

3.89

0.49

.55**

.61**

-.33**

5

Knowledge
hiding

2.25

0.67

-.54**

-.63**

.51**

6

Help seeking

3.71

0.82

.41**

.55**

-.35**

.56**

7

Positive
reciprocity beliefs

3.95

0.59

.12

.11

.01

.07

-.26*

.02

8

Negative
reciprocity beliefs

2.31

0.69

-.09

-.28*

.12

-.29*

.29*

-.34**

.01

1

9

Task
interdependence

4.14

0.66

.36**

.26*

-.13

.22

-.17

.07

-.08

.04

9

1

-.52**

1
-.44**

1
1

1

Note: n = 75.
* p < .05, ** p < .01.
F(1, 73) = 30.98, p < .001. On the contrary, compared to those who shared competitive
goals (M = 2.63, SD = 0.74), participants sharing cooperative goals (M = 1.91, SD =
0.98) had a higher tendency to conceal or withhold information and knowledge, F(1, 73)
= 29.93, p < .001. Findings provided further support for Hypotheses 1 to 4.
Findings also provided a quick overview on the linkage between goal
interdependence and help seeking. Participants in the cooperative goal condition (M =
4.03, SD = 0.92) were more likely to seek help from their partner during the task than
those being assigned to the competitive goal condition (M = 3.36, SD = 0.55), F(1, 73)
= 14.62, p < .001.
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Hypotheses Testing
Following the procedure recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986), a series of
regression analyses were conducted in SPSS for testing Hypotheses 1 to 10. Table 11
shows the regression results for testing the effect of goal interdependence on
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding in Hypotheses 1 to 4, and the influences of
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding on help seeking in Hypotheses 5 and 6. A
bootstrapping analysis was subsequently run to further verify the mediating role of
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding specified in Hypotheses 7 to 10. The
moderated mediations specified in Hypothesis 11 and 12 were tested with regression
analyses using the PROCESS macro (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Table 12 reports the
results of the moderation regression and Figure 5 demonstrates a simple slope plotting
the interactive effect of knowledge hiding and negative reciprocity belief on help
seeking. Figure 6 illustrates the path coefficients for the theoretical model in Study 2.
Effect of Goal interdependence on Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
Hypotheses 1 and 2 predict that cooperative goal interdependence is positively
associated with knowledge sharing but is negatively related to knowledge hiding. As
predicted, after controlling the effect of all covariate variables, a higher level of goal
Table 10
Comparisons between Cooperative and Competitive Goal Conditions (Study 2)

Knowledge sharing
Knowledge hiding
Help seeking

Mean & SD
COOP
COMP
4.15
3.62
0.42
0.75
1.91
2.63
0.98
0.74
3.36
4.03
0.55
0.92

F(1, 73)

t value

30.98

5.55***

29.93

-5.45***

14.62

3.75***

Note: n = 75.
COOP = Cooperative goal interdependence (condition coded as 1);
COMP = Competitive goal interdependence (condition coded as 0).
*** p < .001.
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interdependence, i.e., the condition of cooperative goal interdependence, significantly
predicted a higher level of knowledge sharing (β = .52, p < .001).
Hypotheses 3 and 4 propose that competitive goal interdependence promotes
knowledge hiding and impedes knowledge sharing. Therefore, in the second set of
regression analyses, knowledge hiding was inputted as a criterion variable and repeated
the same procedure as the first set of regression analysis. Specifically, it was first
regressed on control variables, following by goal interdependence in the next step.
Results showed that a lower level of goal interdependence, i.e., the condition of
competitive goal interdependence, was associated with a significantly higher level of
knowledge hiding (β = -.73, p < .001). The regression analyses above supported
Hypotheses 1 to 4.
The Mediating Roles of Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
To test the mediation hypotheses, another set of regression analysis was
conducted by regressing help seeking on predicting variables on different levels in a
successive order. First, control variables were first input into the model. Then, goal
interdependence was entered. Finally, both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
were inputted.
As shown in Table 11, after controlling the effects of control variables and goal
interdependence on help seeking, knowledge sharing has a significant positive effect on
help seeking (β = .72, p < .05). The effect of goal interdependence on help seeking,
however, became non-significant (β = .17, ns). It implies that knowledge sharing fully
mediated the indirect effect of goal interdependence. Hypothesis 5 was hence supported.
On the other hand, although knowledge hiding was negatively linked to help seeking,
such effect was not significant (β = -.22, ns). Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was not
supported by the data.
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In addition, the SPSS macro (Preacher & Hayes, 2004) was used to conduct a
bootstrapping analysis to formally test the indirect effect of goal interdependence
through multiple mediators with 5,000 samples at 95% bias corrected confident
intervals. Refer to Table 12, the mediating role of knowledge sharing in the relationship
between goal interdependence and help seeking was supported (.11, .77), as the
intervals did not include zero. Results supported Hypotheses 7 and 8. On the contrary,
the mediating role of knowledge hiding specified in Hypotheses 9 and 10 was not
supported (-.07, .49).
Moderated Mediations
Hypothesis 11 predicts that the positive relationship between knowledge
sharing and help seeking is stronger when one’s positive reciprocity belief is higher.
Regression analysis did not support this hypothesis. As shown in Table 13, the effect of
the product term combining knowledge sharing and positive reciprocity belief did not
have a significant relationship with help seeking (β = -.12, ns). That is, the indirect
effect of goal interdependence on help seeking via knowledge sharing did not vary
across different levels of positive reciprocity belief. Thus, Hypothesis 11 failed to gain
support.
Hypothesis 12 posits that the negative relationship between knowledge hiding
and help seeking will be stronger when one’s negative reciprocity belief is higher. In
support of Hypothesis 12, results of regression analyses show that the product term
combining knowledge hiding and negative reciprocity belief has a significant negative
effect on help seeking (β = -.33, p < .01).
Simple slope analyses were further conducted to graphically present the
interaction. It was found that the interactive effect of knowledge hiding and negative
reciprocity belief on help seeking was stronger among individuals whose negative
reciprocity belief was high (β = -.42, p < .001) than those whose negative reciprocity
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belief was low (β = -.01, ns). Figure 5 presents the simple slope illustrating the different
strength of the effect of knowledge hiding on help seeking in high (i.e., above 1
standard deviation) versus low level (i.e., below 1 standard deviation) of negative
reciprocity belief.

Summary
Adopting an experimental study as an alternative methodology for replicating
the findings in Study 1, Study 2 yielded consistent support for the related hypotheses.
To be specific, cooperative goal interdependence again had a significantly positive
relationship with knowledge sharing and a significantly negative relationship with
knowledge hiding. Knowledge sharing was positively related to help seeking. However,
as in the findings of Study 1, knowledge hiding displayed a non-significant relationship
with help seeking. Therefore, the mediating role of knowledge hiding again failed to
gain support. Study 2 also revealed that individual difference in negative reciprocity
beliefs interplay with knowledge hiding to ultimately impact on help seeking. The next
chapter summarizes the findings of both Study 1 and Study 2, followed by a discussion
of their implications for the literature as well as practical insights for managers.
Directions for future research will also be discussed.
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Table 11
Results of Regression Analyses for the Mediation Hypotheses (Study 2)
Dependent Variable
Step 1
Control Variable
Gender
Age
Education
Nationality
Task interdependence
Step 2
Predicting Variable
Goal interdependence
Step 3
Mediating Variable
Knowledge sharing
Knowledge hiding
R2
Δ R2

Knowledge Sharing
Step 1
Step 2
-.04
-.06
-.20
.09
.15

Knowledge Hiding
Step 1
Step 2

-.05
-.06
-.21
.05
.01

.19
.03
.13
.00
-.15

.52***

.19
.03
.14
.06
.05

Help Seeking
Step 1
Step 2
Step 3
-.03
.02
-.33
.10
.08

-.73***

-.03
.02
-.35
.04
-.11

.04
.07
-.17
.02
-.11

.72***

.17
.73**
-.22

.08
.08

.33
.25***

.05
.05

.31
.26***

Note: n = 75. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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.02
.02

.18
.17***

.37
.18***

Table 12
Results of Bootstrapping for the Mediating Roles of Knowledge Sharing and
Knowledge Hiding (Study 2)
Knowledge Sharing
M
Effect

.38

SE

LL 99% CI

Bootstrap results for indirect effect
.16
.03

UL 99% CI
.92

Knowledge Hiding
M

SE

LL 99% CI

UL 99% CI

Bootstrap results for indirect effect
Effect

.16

.14

-.13

Note. n = 75. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported.
Bootstrap sample size = 5,000.
LL = Lower limit; CI = Confident interval; UL = Upper limit.
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Table 13
Results of Moderated Regression Analyses for Moderation Hypotheses (Study 2)
Dependent Variable
Step
1
Step 1
Control Variable
Gender
Age
Education
Nationality
Task interdependence
Step 2
Predicting Variable
Goal interdependence
Step 3
Mediating Variable
KS
KH
Step 4
Moderating Variable
PRB
KS X PRB
NRB
KH X NRB
R2
ΔR2

-.03
.02
-.33
.10
.08

Help Seeking
Model 1
Step 2
Step
3

Step 1

-.03
.02
-.33
.10
.08

-.03
.02
-.35
.04
-.11

.01
.07
-.19
-.01
-.13

.02
.07
-.19
-.02
-.13

.72***

.30

.29

.82

.85

-.08

.02
.02

Step 4

.18
.17***

.35
.17**

Step 4

-.03
.02
-.35
.04
-.11

.07
.03
-.33
.01
-.07

.18
.04
-.15
-.03
-.02

.72***

.47**

.46**

-.28

-.28

-.30*

-.33**
-.42**

.31
.12**

.43
.12**

-.09
-.12

.35
.00

.02
.02

Note: n = 75. Unstandardized coefficients are reported.
PRB = positive reciprocity belief; KS = knowledge sharing;
NRB = negative reciprocity belief, KH = knowledge hiding.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Help Seeking
Model 2
Step2
Step 3

.18
.17***

Figure 5
A Plot Showing Interaction Effect of Knowledge Hiding and Negative Reciprocity
Belief on Help Seeking (Study 2)

Note: NRB = negative reciprocity belief, KH = knowledge hiding.
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Figure 6
Path Coefficients for Study 2

Positive
Reciprocity
Beliefs
-.12

.52***

Knowledge
Sharing

Goal
Interdependenc
e

.73***
Help Seeking

.73***

Knowledge
Hiding

-.22

.42***
Negative
Reciprocity
Beliefs
Note: ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION
This chapter summarizes the findings of Study 1 and Study 2. Based on the
findings, it discusses the results and compares them with prior empirical evidence. The
discussion and comparison focus on the effects of goal interdependence on an
organization and its members, conditions that influence knowledge sharing, knowledge
hiding, and help seeking behaviors, and the role of individual characteristics in
affecting behavioral dynamics. This chapter discusses the study’s theoretical
contributions and practical implications. Finally, it identifies the strengths and
limitations of this study, together with the directions for future research.
Summary of Results
Drawing on theory of cooperation and competition (Deutsch, 1949), this study
argues that goal interdependence acts as a contextual factor in affecting employees’
knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and help seeking behaviors in organizations.
Integrating the social judgment perspective, it further proposes that individual
difference in terms of reciprocity beliefs interplay with knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding to ultimately shape one’s own help seeking behavior. A series of
statistical analyses were conducted to test the hypotheses.
Findings of Study 1
Findings of Study 1 support the predicting role of goal interdependence in
shaping employees’ knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. Further, it confirms the
positive relationship between knowledge sharing and help seeking, as well as the
mediating role of knowledge sharing explaining the indirect effect of cooperative goal
interdependence on help seeking. However, the negative effect of knowledge hiding on
help seeking as well as the mediating role of knowledge hiding in the relationship
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between competitive goal interdependence on help seeking were not supported by the
data.
In particular, the results of bivariate correlation analyses offer support for the
hypothesized positive relationship between cooperative goal interdependence and
knowledge sharing, and the positive relationship between competitive goal
interdependence on knowledge hiding. It initially confirms that the particular form of
goal interdependence is a relevant interpersonal factor in affecting employees’
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding behaviors. In addition, correlation analyses
also revealed that knowledge sharing has a significant positive correlation with help
seeking, whereas knowledge hiding has a negative impact on it.
Subsequent structural equation modeling analyses further test the proposed
model as a whole. Results again confirm the positive linkage between cooperative goal
interdependence and knowledge sharing, and that between competitive goal
interdependence on knowledge hiding. In addition, knowledge sharing was again found
to positively influence help seeking, which supports its hypothesized mediating role.
Surprisingly, however, the hypothesized negative linkage between knowledge hiding
and help seeking was not significant. Hence, the mediating role of knowledge hiding in
the relationship between competitive goal interdependence and help seeking was not
supported. Structural equation modeling is a powerful analytical tool for
simultaneously testing all hypothesized relationships in a comprehensive theoretical
framework (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The insignificant linkage between knowledge
hiding and help seeking implies that employees’ help seeking was more sensitive to the
impact of knowledge sharing than to the effect of former knowledge hiding behavior.
That is, knowledge sharing accounts for more covariance and explanatory power for
help seeking than knowledge hiding does in the theoretical model.
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Supplementary bootstrapping analyses were conducted to further examine the
mediating hypotheses. Results were consistent with that of structural equation
modeling, supporting the mediating role of knowledge sharing but not that of
knowledge hiding.
Findings of Study 2
Findings of Study 2 provide consistent support for Study 1’s findings.
Cooperative goal interdependence led to more frequent knowledge sharing but less
knowledge hiding, while competitive goal interdependence motivated more knowledge
hiding and lessened knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing was found to exert a
positive influence on help seeking but knowledge hiding did not have a definite
negative impact on help seeking. Negative reciprocity beliefs were found to interplay
with knowledge hiding to affect help seeking.
Specifically, goal interdependence was coded as either 1 representing
cooperative goal interdependence or 0 representing competitive goal interdependence.
Results of bivariate correlation analyses demonstrate support for the hypothesized
positive relationship between goal interdependence and knowledge sharing, as well as
its negative linkage with knowledge hiding. Initial support was also obtained for the
respective positive influence of knowledge sharing as well as the negative impact of
knowledge hiding on help seeking. Negative reciprocity belief had a significant
negative correlation with help seeking.
Further regression analyses with bootstrapping were conducted to test the
hypotheses. Results consistently support the effect of goal interdependence on
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. On the other hand, only the effect of
knowledge sharing on help seeking was significant, the mediating role of knowledge
sharing but not that of knowledge hiding was supported.
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In regard to the hypothesized moderating roles of reciprocity beliefs, regression
and simple slope analyses found that the negative relationship between knowledge
hiding and help seeking was significant only when an individual’s negative reciprocity
belief was high but not when it is low. However, the hypothesized moderating effect of
positive reciprocity belief in the linkage between knowledge sharing and help seeking
failed to gain support from the data.
Discussion of the Results
Effect of Goal Interdependence on Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
Individuals who perceive their goals being cooperative interdependent are more
motivated to pursue joint goal attainment and mutual benefits (Chen & Tjosvold, 2005;
Chen & Tjosvold, 2008). Hypotheses 1 and 3 therefore predict that cooperative goal
interdependence will promote knowledge sharing and reduce employees’ propensity to
hide knowledge from each other. Results of data analyses in both studies supported this
assertion.
In contrast, for individuals who believe that their goals are competitively related,
they tend to perceive their partners’ gain attainment implies their failure. Thus,
Hypotheses 2 and 4 propose that employees’ sharing competitive goals will be more
likely to hide knowledge from each other and be less willing to share their expertise.
Correlational and path estimates in both studies supported these hypotheses. The results
are consistent with prior studies which revealed that cooperatively linked relationships
are generally more effective in engendering sharing of information, resources, and
expertise (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981; Tjosvold, 1989).
Knowledge Sharing, Knowledge Hiding, and Help Seeking
Frequent knowledge sharing may lower the perceived costs of help seeking, as
‘payment’ was done in advance (Chan, 2013). Following the social projection
perspective, individuals tend to engage in the process of social projection when they
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face a social dilemma (Krueger et al., 2012). That is, people shape their expectation of
others’ preference and behaviors based on their own perceptions and behaviors as the
referent point. Based on such premises, Hypothesis 5 speculates that an employee who
shares his/her knowledge with whom they had cooperative relationship will in turn
increase his/her own help seeking behavior. On the other hand, Hypothesis 6 predicts
that if an employee hid knowledge from a coworker in competitively linked
relationship, he/she will subsequently be less likely to seek assistance. Correlation
coefficients in both Study 1 and Study 2 support both hypotheses. Specifically,
knowledge sharing has a significant positive correlation with help seeking, while
knowledge hiding has a significant negative correlation with help seeking. However,
when all the hypothesized relationships were tested simultaneously, only Hypothesis 5
but not Hypothesis 6 was supported. Although the effect of knowledge sharing on help
seeking was supported by the path estimates in Study 1 and Study 2, the relationship
between knowledge hiding and help seeking consistently failed to gain support from
both studies.
There are four possible explanations for these unexpected results. First, past
research on social projection shows that individuals’ assumption about others’ attitude
and preference is a function of information and evidence they possess about the
situation and their partner in the relationship (Dawes, 1989; Robbins & Krueger, 2005).
That is, an employee makes different estimations on a coworker’s behaviors, depending
on the amount of information an employee knows about another coworker and the
situation (cf. Robbin & Krueger, 2005). The less one knows about others, the more
likely one will engage in social projection to act on one’s assumption about the others’
beliefs and perceptions (Krueger, 2013). In our studies, it is possible that participants
possess different amount of information about their coworkers with whom they shared
cooperative or competitive goals. Thomas and Griffin (1983) suggested that one’s
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perception was often shaped by social cues and information obtained from those
coworkers one had frequent contact and interactions. That is, competitors sometimes
may have frequent interactions despite of their negatively related goals (McKinley,
Sanchez, & Schick, 1995). Therefore, for two employees who have frequent
interactions being in the situation of competitive goal interdependence, they might not
project each other sharing their own perception and behavioral intentions due to their
familiarity with each other. As the social distance between two parties reduces, an
individual become less likely to engage in projection to the other person (Krueger et al.,
2012). Applying the same reasoning in our findings, when an individual hides
knowledge from another coworker with whom he/she shares competitive goals and
short social distance, the individual may not assume that the coworker will refuse to
offer assistance. This would be especially the case when the individual knows the
coworker as a helpful individual.
Second, employees may vary in terms of their perceived costs of help seeking,
depending on their intention behind knowledge hiding. Individuals do not necessarily
hide knowledge with an intention to deceive others (Connelly et al., 2012). The
knowledge hiding scale adopted in this study captures the multi-faceted nature of
knowledge hiding, encompassing evasive hiding, playing dumb, and rationalized hiding.
Rationalized hiding, for example, may often be engaged with well-justified reasons
such as protecting a client’s interests and confidentiality (Connelly et al., 2012).
Therefore, when an individual hides knowledge from a perceived competitor out of
non-deceptive reasons, he/she may be less likely to perceive himself/herself being
heavily ‘indebted’ even he/she seeks help from the competitor.
Third, the sample sizes for these studies are relatively small and do not provide
much power, which may account for the inconsistency in correlation coefficients and
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path estimates. That might explain the reason why knowledge hiding has a significantly
negative correlation with help seeking but not a consistently significant path estimate.
Finally, it is also entirely possible that the different degrees of changes in
individuals’ help seeking in respond to knowledge sharing versus knowledge hiding
behaviors are subjected to boundary conditions. Past studies on social projection show
individual differences such as values may account for the variation in the tendency and
extent of social projection (e.g., Amit, Roccas, & Meidan, 2010). On the other hand,
the literature of help seeking also documents the effects of personality traits on
individuals’ willingness to seek assistance from others. For example, Nadler (1991,
1998) showed that one’s achievement motivation and self-esteem might affect the
frequency and the mode of one’s help seeking behavior. Study 2 in this thesis supports
that people’s reciprocity beliefs indeed interplay with knowledge hiding to
simultaneously shape their help seeking.
The Mediating Effect of Knowledge Sharing and Knowledge Hiding
Results of hypotheses testing supported the mediating role of knowledge
sharing but not that of knowledge hiding in the relationship between goal
interdependence and help seeking. It implies that knowledge sharing may serve as a
more powerful mechanism explaining the indirect effect of goal interdependence on
employees’ behaviors at workplace. Specifically, path estimates demonstrated that
knowledge sharing fully mediated the influence of goal interdependence on help
seeking. Findings contribute to the literature of knowledge management by suggesting
that knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding are not the opposite of a single
continuum. In particular, this study shows that knowledge hiding may not always imply
destructive outcomes such as discouraging employee help seeking. Connelly et al.
(2012) have suggested that knowledge hiding is not necessarily driven by an intention
to deceive other parties. In fact, it may sometimes even be pro-social in nature
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(Connelly et al., 2012). Along this line of argument, an employee who hides knowledge
upon another coworker’s request out of good will may not anticipate refusal to help
from the same coworker.
Supplementary regression analyses were conducted to obtain a more in-depth
understanding about the relative mediating effects of the three forms of knowledge
hiding. As shown in Table 14, results show that in both Study 1 and Study 2, it was
evasive hiding mediating the effects of goal interdependence on employee help seeking.
The mediating effects of playing dumb and rationalized hiding were however not
supported. Consistent with the findings in Connelly et al. (2012), results of the
supplementary analyses suggest that knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding may be
associated with different degree of explanatory power and implications for employees’
behaviors. In Connelly et al.’s (2012) empirical examination, it reveals that the three
forms of knowledge hiding were linked to different antecedents. For example, in their
study, knowledge complexity and knowledge sharing climate were demonstrated as the
predictors of evasive hiding only, both of which without significant effects on playing
dumb and rationalized hiding. Therefore, findings of this thesis further support the
notion that the specific way in which employees choose to withhold their knowledge
may lead to varied effects on their subsequent perceptions, behaviors and interactions
with coworkers in organizations.
The Moderating Effect of Reciprocity Beliefs
Individuals’ reciprocity beliefs play an essential role in shaping their
reciprocal behaviors and interactions in interpersonal relationships (Eisenberger et al.,
2004). Positive reciprocity belief is more sensitive to positive interpersonal behaviors
whereas negative reciprocity belief is more prone to the influence of negative
interpersonal behaviors (Perugini, Gallucci, Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003). Therefore,
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TABLE 14
Results of Supplementary Regression Analyses for the Mediating Effects of
Evasive Hiding, Playing Dumb, and Rationalized Hiding (Study 1 and Study 2)
Indirect Effect

Mediator

Study 1
Effect of cooperative goal interdependence
Evasive hiding
on employee help seeking
Playing dumb
Rationalized
hiding
Effect of competitive goal interdependence
Evasive hiding
on employee help seeking
Playing dumb
Rationalized
hiding
Study 2
Goal interdependence on employee help
Evasive hiding
seeking
Playing dumb
Rationalized
hiding

β

p-value

-.24

< .05

.00
.04

ns
ns

-.36

< .01

-.01
-.02

ns
ns

-.29

< .05

-.12
.03

ns
ns

this study proposed that positive reciprocity belief will moderate an individual’s
behavior in respond to positive context, i.e., cooperative goal interdependence and
knowledge sharing. On the contrary, negative reciprocity belief interplayed with
relatively more negative event or incident, e.g., competitive goal interdependence and
knowledge hiding. Findings of Study 2 showed that the interaction between knowledge
hiding and negative reciprocity belief indeed significantly affected individuals’ help
seeking behavior. Results suggested that knowledge hiding provided a strong
behavioral context in which individuals with strong negative reciprocity beliefs may
expect a higher likelihood of being rejected by their partners in offering help. On the
other hand, knowledge sharing may not provide a very strong in triggering a salient
effect of positive reciprocity belief on individuals’ behavioral outcomes.
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Strengths
This research has strengths and positive features about the sample, methods,
and theorizing. First of all, samples were recruited from professional service firms in
Study 1. These industries provided an ideal context for studying knowledge
management-related behaviors among employees. Starbuck (1992) suggested that
‘extreme’ cases of the behaviors or subjects being investigated serve as the most
representative samples and offer the most insights to researchers. Professional service
firms are characterized with high intellectual capital-intensity (Alversson, 1995; Reed,
1996), offer a more representative context for studying behaviors such as knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding.
Second, the participants in Study 1 were full-time employees, increasing the
generalizability of the findings. The sample in Study 1 included highly educated
participants from a total of 15 different industries. Therefore, results of the present
study may potentially provide valuable insights to managers in other industries.
Third, mixed research methodologies were adopted for testing the hypotheses.
Specifically, the method of critical incident technique was employed to obtain both
qualitative and quantitative data in Study 1, whereas experimental design was adopted
to replicate the earlier findings in Study 2. The different research methodologies
adopted in both studies complemented each other. While Study 1 is associated with a
higher level of generalizability for the findings, Study 2 was useful in strengthening
this study’s ability to draw causal inferences in regard to the indirect effect of goal
interdependence on help seeking.
Fourth, the present study simultaneously examined the effects of different forms
of goal interdependence on both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. Majority of
past studies focused on investigating the predicting factors of either knowledge sharing
(e.g., Bock et al., 2005; Ipe, 2003) or knowledge hiding (e.g., Cerne et al., 2014).
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However, according to Connelly et al. (2012), knowledge sharing and knowledge
hiding are distinct constructs. Therefore, they may have different magnitude of power
in explaining the effect of goal interdependence on interpersonal dynamics and
employees’ behaviors at workplace. Thus, the present study combines both in a
theoretical framework to examine their respective power in serving as a mediating
mechanism in the context of goal interdependence.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Despite the strengths discussed above, similar to other studies, the current study
has some limitations. First, Study 1 incorporated a cross-sectional design that limited
the ability to draw causal inference from the data set. One of the ways to tackle crosssectional design of a study is to replicate the findings using alternative methods
(Spector & Brannick, 1995). Therefore, Study 2 adopted experimental design to cross
validate the results in Study 1. However, longitudinal studies are strongly encouraged
to take the temporal dynamics associated with the effect of goal interdependence on
help seeking into account.
Another shortcoming is associated with the problem of single-sourced data. In
Study 1, all responses from participants were self-reported in a single wave. Therefore,
the relationships among variables estimated based on the self-reported data might have
been inflated. However, Spector (1987) argued that common method variance might
not actually pose a series bias to the data. The procedure of data collection in this study
also followed prior research on knowledge hiding to capture such variable with selfreported data. Another reason for using self-reported data for capturing variables such
as knowledge hiding is that these undesirable behaviors might not be in the eye of
beholder. People tend to only report what they see and experience in organizations (Fox
& Spector, 1999; Fox et al., 2007). Knowledge hiding is an intentional attempt to
conceal knowledge upon other’s request with or without an attempt to deceive others
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(Connelly et al., 2012). Therefore, coworkers may underreport a focal employee’s
knowledge hiding behavior.
The Harman’s single-factor test was conducted to estimate to what extent the
data set was biased by common method variance. The results of the Harman’s singlefactor test in this study revealed that there was not a single factor that explained the
majority of the variance in the data set. Therefore, it can be concluded that common
method bias did not cause a significant threat in this study. In addition, Study 2
addressed such insufficiency in Study 1 by collecting double-sourced data. In particular,
the participant’s partner in each dyad reported the focal participant’s knowledge
sharing and help seeking behaviors. However, future studies may replicate our study
using multi-sourced field data to further avoid the problem of common method bias.
Third, the sample sizes in both Study 1 and Study 2 are quite small resulting in
modest power for analyzing the hypothesized interaction effects. According to Hall,
Snell, and Foust (1999), a commonly acknowledged rule of thumb regarding indicatorto-factor ratio is to have 3 to 4 indicators per factor. Therefore, item-parceling strategy
was adopted for addressing the problem of insufficient sample size and for obtaining a
better construct representation (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998). However, Bandalos (2002)
raised some controversies regarding the use of item parceling in structural equation
modeling (SEM) analysis such as the non-tested assumption about the unidimensionality of the items being summed. In Study 1, 12 items in the knowledge
hiding scale were combined to form 3 parcels for subsequent SEM analysis. Therefore,
future studies may replicate the current study with a larger sample size to address the
shortcomings of the item parceling technique.
Another limitation is that help seeking was investigated in this study as an
outcome variable. However, it is possible that help seeking may in fact influence one’s
propensity to share versus to hide knowledge. Past studies suggested that help seeking
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is an exogenous factor motivating proactive and citizenship behaviors such as helping
by employees (e.g., Anderson & Williams, 1996). Therefore, future studies may
explore if help seeking may serve as a mediating mechanism explaining the influence
of goal interdependence on various types of employee proactive behaviors.
The current study analyzed knowledge hiding as a uni-dimensional construct.
Connelly et al.’s (2012) pointed out that knowledge hiding is a construct that combines
three forms of hiding behaviors, including evasive hiding, playing dumb, and
rationalized hiding, which might be influenced by same antecedent factors to different
extent. For example, Connelly and colleagues found that only evasive hiding was
predicted by distrust. Therefore, the question regarding how different facets of
knowledge hiding may respond to the same antecedent or result in different
consequences warrants future research.
Another avenue for future research is to treat knowledge sharing as a
dichotomous variable and to examine the effect of goal interdependence on employees’
sharing of different expertise, including explicit knowledge sharing and tacit
knowledge sharing. Prior research on knowledge management suggested that tacit
knowledge sharing and explicit knowledge sharing have different implications on
employees’ performance and behavioral outcomes because they consume employees
different amount of efforts and resources (e.g., Haas & Hansen, 2007; Huang, Hsieh, &
He, 2014; Perry-Smith, 2006). Therefore, future studies may look into the differential
impact of these two forms of knowledge sharing on employees’ proactive behaviors.
Implications for Practitioners
The present study reminds managers that employees do not necessarily and
spontaneously seek help from others when they encounter challenges at work.
Unsolved problems concerning work tasks or other personal issues may lead to
detrimental results (Hon, Chan, & Lu, 2013). By bridging the literature of employee
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proactivity with the theory of cooperation and competition and the literature of
knowledge management, findings of the study are expected to offer new perspectives
for managers and management scholars to understand factors shaping employee help
seeking.
First, managers shall recognize that goal interdependence is a valuable tool for
engendering prosocial behaviors and prohibiting hiding behaviors that in turn affect
employees’ proactivity. In this study, cooperative goal interdependence was found to
promote knowledge sharing and reduce knowledge hiding, which ultimately
encourages employees to seek help from coworkers. Nowadays organizations
increasingly rely upon work teams for daily operations, leading in higher
interdepartmental interdependence (Wong, Tjosvold, & Liu, 2009). Past studies show
that goal interdependence among employees affects their subsequent interactions and
behaviors (Chen & Tjosvold, 2008). Therefore, the findings of the current study not
only apply to intra-team members, but can also be extended to the cross-team context.
Second, it is important for managers to note that both contextual factors and
individual factors may affect individual employees’ willingness to seek help at work.
Past studies show that help seeking is subjected to influence of one’s perception about
the help provider (Bamberger, 2009). Findings of this study add that such perception
may in fact be affected by one’s own behavioral history and personality characteristics.
Both Study 1 and Study 2 in this thesis supported that one’s former knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding behaviors may affect their subsequent help seeking. The linkage
between knowledge hiding and help seeking, however, was affected by their individual
difference in terms of negative reciprocity belief.
Finally, this study pinpoints the different implications of knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding on employees’ behavioral and performance outcomes. Results of
both studies highlighted the value of knowledge sharing to both individual employees
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and organization. Frequent knowledge sharing facilitates employees to proactively seek
assistance when they encounter difficulties in problem solving. And such effect of
knowledge sharing on help seeking is not so much subjected to individuals’ personality
difference. On the other hand, although knowledge hiding hampers help seeking, such
relationship is contingent on the condition that individuals have a high level of negative
reciprocity belief. Managers may make use of cooperative form of goal
interdependence to cultivate a norm that is friendly for knowledge sharing as well as
employee help seeking.
Conclusion
This study pioneers an empirical attempt to investigate the relationships among
goal interdependence, knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, help seeking, and
reciprocity beliefs. Results of an interview study and an experimental study reveal that
cooperative goal interdependence stimulates knowledge sharing and in turn encourages
employee help seeking, whereas competitive goal interdependence leads to more
knowledge hiding among employees. Findings further suggest that individuals’
personality factors play a role in affecting these linkages. Specifically, the negative
relationship between knowledge hiding and help seeking is significant only when one’s
negative reciprocity belief is high but not when it is low.
After a few decades of research on employee proactivity, researchers have
developed a robust understanding of both the importance and some of the contextual
determinants of employee proactive behaviors at workplace (Grant & Ashford, 2008).
Applying the theory of cooperation and competition, this research energizes the
literature of employee proactivity literature by identifying contextual and individuallevel predictors of employee help seeking. This study illuminates how the structure of
goals facilitates help seeking and reveals the responsibility of individual employees for
their own perceptions and behaviors at work. Conventional wisdom is that employee
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proactivity may always be motivated by an appropriately designed reward system
(Bartol & Srivastava, 2002; Burris, 2012). However, managers at all levels should be
aware of the fact that goal interdependence among employees is another powerful
method for encouraging interpersonal knowledge sharing and reducing the perceived
barrier of help seeking.
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APPENDIX 1
Questionnaire in English (Study 1)
Interviewee:

________________________

Position: _________________
Interviewee's Organization

________________________

Years in position: _________________
Years at Organization: _____________________
Industry Sector of Organization: _______________________
Gender: ______

Age: _______ Education: __________________

Contact No.: _________________
Interviewer
A.

Email: ______________________________

_______________________

We are studying why employees in professional service firms share or hide
knowledge. We want you to recall and describe a concrete example over the last
6 months in which you were required to work with another coworker who
possessed expertise and knowledge different from you in a project in your
organization. The example can be one that you attempted to either share or
intentionally not share knowledge with that coworker. The situation may turn
out to be either successful or less successful.
Describe what led to the situation, with whom you were working, what
happened, and how you and your coworker reacted, and how the results of the
interaction turned out to be. (Record Verbatim)

B.

Interview Question 1
What were your objectives in this interaction? (Record Verbatim)
Interview Question 2
What were your coworker’s objectives in this interaction? (Record Verbatim)
Interview Question 3
How were your objectives related to the objectives of your coworker? Were they
related so that your coworker and you both reached the goals or not? (Record
Verbatim)
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The following questions ask you to rate how you think your objectives are related
to that of your coworker:
(1) In this incident, my coworker and I ‘swam and sunk’ together with each other.
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree
(2) In this incident, my coworker and I wanted each other to succeed.
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree
(3) In this incident, my coworker and I sought compatible goals with each other.
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree
(4) In this incident, my coworker did things in ways that favor his/her own goals
rather than my goals.
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree
(5) In this incident, my coworker gave high priority to the things that he/she wanted
to accomplish and low priority to the things that I wanted to accomplish.
Strongly Disagree 1 2
3 4 5 Strongly Agree
(6) In this incident, my coworker and I ‘did our own thing’ without regard to the
other.
Strongly Disagree 1 2
3 4
5 Strongly Agree
(7) In this incident, my coworker and I worked for our own independent goals.
Strongly Disagree 1 2
3 4
5 Strongly Agree
Interview Question 4
In that incident, did you attempt to either actively share or intentionally not share
knowledge with that coworker? (Record Verbatim)
The following questions ask you to rate the extent to which you actively shared or
intentionally hide knowledge from that coworker during that interaction:
(8)

In this incident, I looked into his/her request to make sure my answers were
accurate.
Not at All
1 2
3 4 5 To a Very Great Extent

(9)

In this incident, I explained everything very thoroughly.
Not at All
1 2
3 4 5 To a Very Great Extent

(10) In this incident, I answered all his/her questions immediately.
Not at All
1 2
3 4 5 To a Very Great Extent
(11) In this incident, I told him/her exactly what he/she needed to know.
Not at All
1 2
3 4 5 To a Very Great Extent
(12) In this incident, I went out of my way to ensure that I understood his/her
request before responding.
Not at All
1 2
3 4 5 To a Very Great Extent
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(13) In this incident, I agreed to help him/her but never really intended to.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(14) In this incident, I agreed to help him/her but instead gave him/her
information different from what he/she wanted.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(15) In this incident, I told him/her that I would help him/her out later but stalled
as much as possible.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(16) In this incident, I offered him/her some other information instead of what
he/she really wanted.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(17) In this incident, I pretended that I did not know the information.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(18) In this incident, I said that I did not know, even though I did.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(19) In this incident, I pretended that I did not know what he/she was talking
about.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(20) In this incident, I said that I was not very knowledgeable about the topic.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(21) In this incident, I explained that I would like to tell him/her, but was not
supposed to.
Not at All
1 2 3
4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(22) In this incident, I explained that the information was confidential and only
available to people on a particular project.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(23) In this incident, I told him/her that our boss would not let anyone share this
knowledge.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
(24) In this incident, I said that I would not answer him/her.
Not at All
1 2 3 4 5
To a Very Great Extent
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The following questions ask you about to what extent you sought help from that
coworker after the incident:
(25) Because of this incident, I approached that coworker for advice when I didn’t
understand how to solve a problem.
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree
(26) Because of this incident, I asked that coworker for assistance in problem
solving.
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree
(27) Because of this incident, I requested help from that coworker when
struggling to solve problems.
Strongly Disagree 1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Agree
The following questions ask you about your personality characteristics. They are
not just about this incident but are about how you work with others in most
situations:
(28) I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
True
False
(29) I always try to practice what I preach.
True
False
(30) I never resent being asked to return a favor.
True
False
(31) I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my
own.
True
False
(32) I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings.
True
False
(33) I like to gossip at times.
True

False

(34) There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
True
False
(35) I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.
True
False
(36) At times I have really insisted on having things on my own way.
True
False
(37) There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things.
True
False
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APPENDIX 2
Questionnaire in Chinese (Study 1)
________________________

受訪者：

職位：_________________
受訪者的公司名稱： ________________________
於現任崗位的工作年期：_________________
於現任公司的工作年期：_____________________
公司所屬行業：_______________________
性別：______

年齡：_______

聯絡電話：_________________

教育程度：__________________

電郵： ______________________________

訪問者： _______________________
A.

我們正在研究專業服務機中的員工為何分享或拒絕分享知識。現在，請你
回想並具體地形容一件過去六個月內有關你於工作時所經歷的事件。事件
中，你和另一位同事分別擁有不同程度或範籌的知識和專業技能，並需要
合作完成一項工作任務。在合作的過程中，你可能曾經嘗試與對方分享或
刻意不分享知識，而最終事件的結果可以是圓滿或不太成功的。

請形容事件的起因、與你合作的同事、你們的互動、事件的過程，以及結
果。 (答案將被錄音)
B.

問題一
事件中，你的目標是什麼？(答案將被錄音)

問題二
事件中，你同事的目標是什麼？(答案將被錄音)

問題三：
你的目標和你同事的目標相關嗎？最後你們的目標都有逹到嗎？(答案將被
錄音)
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以下的句子是有關事件中你對自己和那位同事各自目標的看法。請為每句句子選
擇適當的評分(1 代表非常不同意，5 代表非常同意)。
(1) 事件中，我和那位同事同舟共濟。
非常不同意
1
2
3

4

5

非常同意

(2) 事件中，我和那位同事都希望大家成功。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4

5

非常同意

(3) 事件中，我和那位同事都在尋求相容的目標。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5

非常同意

(4) 事件中，那位同事做事時都只顧著達成自己的目標，而非我的目標。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(5) 事件中，那位同事把自己希望達成的事情放首位，而把我希望達成的事
情放次位。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(6) 事件中，我和那位同事各自做自己的事情，很少理會大家。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(7) 事件中，我和那位同事各自為達成自己的目標 (與對方的目標不相關) 而
工作。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
問題四
事件中，你曾否嘗試積極分享或刻意隱暪知識？(答案將被錄音)
以下的句子是有關你於事件中有多大程度上積極分享或隱暪知識。請為每句句子
選擇適當的評分(1 代表非常不同意，5 代表非常同意)。
(8) 事件中，我仔細了解那位同事的要求或提問，以確保我的回答是準確的。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(9) 事件中，我向那位同事詳細地解釋事情。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5

非常同意

(10) 事件中，那位同事有問題時，我會互相立即回答。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(11) 事件中，我告訴那位同事他/她需要知道的資料。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
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(12) 事件中，我在回答那位同事前，都會先確保自己明白對方的問題
或要求。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(13) 事件中，縱使我答應幫助那位同事，但其實心底裏並沒有這個意思。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(14) 事件中，縱使我答應幫助那位同事，但卻給予了非他/她想要的資
料。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(15) 事件中，我告訴那位同事會稍後幫助他/她，但卻後來不了了之。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(16) 事件中，我給予那位同事一些並非他/她原來想要知道的資料。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(17) 事件中，我假裝不知道有關的資料。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4

5

非常同意

(18) 事件中，我即使知道有關的資料，也告訴那位同事不知道。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(19) 事件中，我假裝不知道那位同事在說什麼。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5

非常同意

(20) 事件中，我告訴那位同事自己對該方面 (對方提問的東西) 不太熟悉。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(21) 事件中，我向那位同事解釋縱使自己也希望分享有關的知識或資料，但
卻不應該這樣做。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(22) 事件中，我向那位同事解釋因有關的資料須保密及只有某些員工可以得
知，而未能向對方提供。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(23)事件中，我告訴那位同事自己的上司不容許任何人透露相關的資料。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(24)事件中，我告訴那位同事不會回答對方的問題。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
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以下的句子是有關你於事件後有多大程度上向那位同事尋求幫助。請為每句句子
選擇適當的評分(1 代表非常不同意，5 代表非常同意)。
(25) 因為該事件，當我不知道怎樣解決問題時，會向那位同事尋求意見。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(26) 因為該事件，我在解決問題時，會向那位同事尋求意見。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意
(27) 因為該事件，我遇上棘手的問題時，會向那位同事求助。
非常不同意
1
2
3
4
5
非常同意

以下的句子是有關你的個人性格，與該事件無直接關係，請就著你平日生活的一
般取向選擇對或錯，並圈出較合適的答案 。

(28) 我經常願意承認自己所犯的錯。

對

錯

(29) 我經常言行一致。

對

錯

對

錯

(31) 當別人的意見或價值觀與我不合時，我從未
感到惱怒。

對

錯

(32) 我從未刻意說一些話來傷害別人的感受。

對

錯

(33) 很多時候，我會說別人是非。

對

錯

(34) 有時我會佔別人便宜。

對

錯

(35) 偶爾我會選擇不原諒，並作出報復。

對

錯

(36) 很多時候，我會堅持自己的一套做事方法。

對

錯

(37) 偶爾我會感到想猛擲東西

對

錯

(30)我不會因被要向曾給我幫助的人提供回報而
感到不滿。
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APPENDIX 3
Pre-Experiment Survey in English
Part 1
The following items are about your personality characteristics.
Please rate the items based the extent to which you agree with them.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1

If someone dislikes you, you should dislike them.

1

2

3

4

5

2

If a person despises you, you should despise them.

1

2

3

4

5

3

If someone says something nasty to you, you should say something nasty

1

2

3

4

5

back.
4

If a person wants to be your enemy, you should treat them like an enemy.

1

2

3

4

5

5

If someone treats me badly, I feel I should treat them even worse.

1

2

3

4

5

6

If someone treats you badly, you should treat that person badly in return.

1

2

3

4

5

7

If someone has treated you poorly, you should not return the poor

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

treatment.
8

If someone important to you does something negative to you, you should
do something even more negative to them.

9

A person who has contempt for you deserves your contempt.

1

2

3

4

5

10

If someone treats you like an enemy, they deserve your resentment.

1

2

3

4

5

11

When someone hurts you, you should find a way they won’t know about to

1

2

3

4

5

get even.
12

You should not give help to those who treat you badly.

1

2

3

4

5

13

When someone treats me badly, I still act nicely to them.

1

2

3

4

5

14

If someone distrusts you, you should distrust them.

1

2

3

4

5

15

If someone does me a favor, I feel obligated to repay them in some way.

1

2

3

4

5

16

If someone does something for me, I feel required to do something for
them.

1

2

3

4

5

17

If someone gives me a gift, I feel obligated to get them a gift.

1

2

3

4

5

18

I always repay someone who has done me a favor.

1

2

3

4

5

19

I feel uncomfortable when someone does me a favor that I know I won’t be
able to return.
If someone sends me a card on my birthday, I feel required to do the
same.
When someone does something for me, I often find myself thinking about
what I have done for them.
If someone says something pleasant to you, you should say something
pleasant back.
I usually do not forget if I owe someone a favor, or if someone owes me a
favor.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

If someone treats you w ell, you should treat that person well in return.

1

2

3

4

5

20
21
22
23
24
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The following items are about your perception about yourself. Please rate each item by
putting a tick “✓” in the “True” or “False” box. Some of the items may not fully applicable
on you, but please try your best to indicate the relatively appropriate answer.
25

I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.

26

I always try to practice what I preach.

27

I never resent being asked to return a favor

28

I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own.

29

I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings.

30

I like to gossip at times.

31

There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.

32

I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.

33

At times I have really insisted on having things on my own way.

34

There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things

TRUE

FALSE

Part 2
Personal Particulars
Gender:

Male

Female

Age: ___________
Education: :
Nationality: :

Degree

Postgraduate

:

Others: _______________

Macau

:

Mainland China

Hong Kong

Contact No.: __________________

Email: __________________________

Thank You For Your Participation!
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APPENDIX 4
Pre-Experiment Survey in Chinese

個體間的知識分享和隱藏行為
第一部分
以下句子描述的是一些有關你對自己的看法，請就你對每句句子的認
同程度評分，在空格中圈出適當的數字。

非
常
不
同
意

不

中

同

同

立

意

非
常
同
意

意

1

若有人不喜欢你，你也不应该喜欢他/她。

1

2

3

4

5

2

若有人鄙视你，你也应该鄙视他/她。

1

2

3

4

5

3

若有人向你说一些难听的话，你也应向他/她说难听的话。

1

2

3

4

5

4

若有人想做你的敌人，你也应该以作为敌人的方式对待他/她。

1

2

3

4

5

5

若有人对我不好，我觉得我应该以更差劣的方式对待对方。

1

2

3

4

5

6

若有人对你不好，你应该以同样的方式对待他/她。

1

2

3

4

5

7

若有人对你不好，你不应该以同样的方式对待对方。

1

2

3

4

5

8

若果一个对你重要的人向你做了一些负面的行为，你应该做一些更负

1

2

3

4

5

面的行为来作响应。
9

輕視你的人也應受到你的輕視。

1

2

3

4

5

10

若有人待你如敌人，他们应受到你的憎恨。

1

2

3

4

5

11

当有人伤害了你时，你应该在他/她不察觉的时候找机会报复。

1

2

3

4

5

12

你不应该帮助对你差劣的人。

1

2

3

4

5

13

当有人对你不好时，你仍然应该待他们好。

1

2

3

4

5

14

若有人不信任你，你也不应该信任对方。

1

2

3

4

5

15

若有人帮助了我，我觉得有义务要以某方式去偿还对方。

1

2

3

4

5

16

若有人为我做了一些事情，我也觉得自己需要为对方做些什么。

1

2

3

4

5

17

若有人送我一份礼物，我觉得自己也有义务要送赠对方一份礼物。

1

2

3

4

5

18

我经常偿还予向曾帮助我的人。

1

2

3

4

5

19

若有人帮助过我而我知道自己不能向对方偿还该人情，我会感到不安
心。
若有人在我生日时送我一张卡，我也觉得自己应以同样方式对待对
方。

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

21

若有人为我做了一些事情，我会时常考虑自己也可以对方做些什么。

1

2

3

4

5

22

若有人说了些话来称赞你，你也应称赞对方来作响应。

1

2

3

4

5

23

我通常不会忘记自己欠别人的人情或别人欠我的人情。

1

2

3

4

5

24

若有人待你好，你也应待他/她好。

1

2

3

4

5

20
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以下句子描述的是一些有關你對自己的看法，請就你對每句句子的認同
程度評分，在空格中以剔號 ” ” 顯示適當的答案。有些題目可能並不
適用於你身上，但請你盡可能想象並回答每項問題。
25

我經常願意承認自己所犯的錯。

26

我經常言行一致。

27

我不會因被要向曾給我幫助的人提供回報而感到不滿。

28

當別人的意見或價值觀與我不合時，我會感到惱怒。

29

我永遠不會刻意說一些話來傷害別人的感受。

30

很多時候，我會說別人是非。

31

有時我會佔別人便宜。

32

偶爾我會選擇不原諒，並作出報復。

33

很多時候，我會堅持自己的一套做事方法。

34

偶爾我會感到想猛擲東西。

第二部分
個人資料
性別：

男

女

年齡：_________
教育程度： 大學本科

大學本科或以上

其他：

_________________
國藉：

內地

澳門

聯絡電話：__________________

香港

電郵：

___________________________________________

非常感謝您的支持和參與！
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其他

對

錯

APPENDIX 5
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in English
(Cooperative Condition – Member A)
Purpose
The purpose of this experiment is to examine individuals’ cooperative and
competitive behaviors during critical conditions in which their survival is threatened.

Instructions
Please spend 5 minutes to carefully read through the scenario and related
materials you were distributed, and try to put yourself into your assigned role as much
as possible. You will then have time to clarify any questions with the facilitator before
the task begins.
During the discussion, you two are not allowed to talk but can only
communicate by writing on an A4 paper. After discussion ends, you should complete
the ranking for all items listed in the ITEM LIST on your own. This part will not be
timed. After your complete the forms, you may raise your hand and submit the task to
the facilitator. By then you will be distributed a post-experiment survey. After
completing the survey, the whole experiment session will end.

Scenario
You and your partner have chartered a yacht to the Pacific Ocean for studying a
marine research project. As you sail through the Southern Pacific Ocean, a fire
suddenly breaks out. Majority of the components of the yacht and resources are
destroyed. The yacht is now slowly sinking.
Your location is unclear because vital navigational and radio equipment has
been damaged. You can only estimate that you are approximately 1000 miles South
West of the nearest landfall. In addition to a two-man rubber life craft, you and your
research partner have managed to save only 14 items, undamaged and intact after the
fire. You two have also combined the content in your pockets, which include a packet
of cigarettes, three boxes of matches and three $20 notes.
Since both of you have no sailing experience before, you are familiar only 7 of
the items. Therefore, during the discussion, you may attempt to acquire the information
you need and also to strategically share your information with partner.
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Your Goal
Your mission is to stay alive together with your partner. Both you two’s
chance of survival depends on the accuracy of the ranking you provided on the ITEM
LIST (the more accurate, the higher the chance to survive). To achieve this goal, you
need to:
(1) Obtain information about all the 14 items;
(2) Rank the importance of items for survival as accurate as possible (refer to the
ITEM LIST).
Reward
Most importantly, the amount of money you can get after the task depends on:
(1) The number of items being ranked correctly on either your or your partner’s
Ranking Lists (the person who scored higher will entitle both of you with
greater cash reward)
If either one of the member in your team achieves fully accurate answer, both of your
can each get a maximum of HKD 50.
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ITEM LIST
Please rank the items according their importance for survival (1 = the most important, 14 = the least important).
Items
(a) A sextant

Usefulness of Items
Useful only for identifying your own
location but not that of rescuers.

Incorrect/Misleading Information about the Items
Can be used for indicating the angle between stars and identify
your own location.

(b) A quantity of mosquito
netting

Not so useful in the sea.

Can be used for killing mosquito, especially those can cause
fatal disease.

(c) A case of army rations

Basic food intake.

(d) A floating seat cushion

A life preserver if someone fell overboard.

If you and partner cannot be rescued within a short time, you
two will die soon anyway. Therefore, food is not necessary.
Can save you energy as you may float in the ocean for days.

(e) A small transistor radio

Can be used only if there is a transmitter.

Can be used for communicating with people out there by
turning to the correct channel.

(f) One quart of 160%
proof rum

Flammable liquid that can be used as an
antiseptic for any injuries. But could cause
dehydration too.
Reserve food supply.

Can be used for signaling, as it is flammable liquid.

(g) 2 boxes of chocolate
bars

It helps boost one’s positive mood and hence encourages one
to keep fighting for survival but it can melt in the water.

(h)
(i)
(j)
(k)
(l)
(m)
(n)
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Rank

APPENDIX 6
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in Chinese
(Cooperative Condition – Member A)

實驗目的
是次實驗之目的是為了調查個人於危急時刻並且生命受威脅時的合作性和
競爭性行為。

程序
請用五分鐘細閱以下指示及故事情境，並盡量投入角色中。若遇有任何不
明白的地方，你可隨時向實驗負責人提問 。當你和同伴都閱讀完及確認明白所
有材料，並對各自的任務沒有任何問題時，實驗負責人會宣佈討論開始。
討論期間，你和同伴需利用 A4 白紙透過書寫方式溝通以完成任務。討論
完畢後，你和同伴須各自填寫排名表。這部分將不會被計時。完成後，你可以把
所有文件交予實驗負責人。最後，你將獲派一份問卷，填畢後交予實驗負責人，
這時實驗將會完結。

故事情境
你和同伴租了一輛遊艇，將到太平洋開展一個海洋生態研究任務。當你們
駛到南太平洋的時候，遊艇突然起火。不幸地，船上的主要零件和大部分物資都
被大火燒，船身亦漸漸下沈。
因為船上主要的導航系統損毀，所以現時你的位置不明。但你估計自己大
概距離西南方的一個小島約一千里。除了一隻能容納兩個人的救生艇外，你和同
伴還從大火中挽救了十四種物件（看後頁）。此外，你們搜了搜自己的衣袋，一
共發現了一包香煙，三盒火柴，和三張錢幣。
你和同伴各自知道十四項物件中其中七項的正確用途。因此，你們需要溝
通以獲取需要的資料來填寫排名表。請注意，你的同伴並不知道你同時擁有可用
以誤導他/她的錯誤資料。因此，根據你被委派的任務(看後頁)，你有權自由選擇
性地或毫不保留地分享資料，以逹到你的目的。
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你的任務
最後，你和同伴中均有可能獲救。但你們獲救的機會視乎你們在排名表中
合作填寫的答案得分有多高 (排名的準確性愈高，得分愈高)。所以，你的任務是
要跟同伴一起爭取好的表現，因而得到獲救機會。要完成任務，你需要：
（1)

透過和同伴的書面溝通，交換和掌握有關物件的資料 。

（2)

按該十四項物件對求生的重要程度來給予排名 (請看排名表)。

賞金
同時，你在實驗完結後所能獲發的現金將視乎：
(1) 你們二人填寫各項目排名的準確程度較高的一位計算 (任何一人有較準的
答案都能令二人同樣地得到較高賞金)
若你們的答案全對，最高每人可獲發五十元。
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排名表
請根據你認為以下十四項物品對於求生的重要程度，給予適當的排名 (1 ＝最重要，14 ＝最不重要)。另外，請運用你的創意，試額外提議一件你
認為對求生有重要作用的物件。
物件
物件用途 (正確資料)
錯誤及誤導性資料
排名
(a) 六分儀

只可用作顯示你自己的位置，而非拯救隊的位
置，所以作用不大。

可透過量度星星的角度而得知你的所在位置。

(b) 蚊帳

在大海中作用不大。

大海中有些異種而可致命的蚊蟲，可防止被虰而致命。

(c) 應急食糧

可讓你和同伴維持基本的能量需求。

反正若你們不能於短時間內被拯救，可能很快便在大海中
遭遇不測，因此食物不很重要。

(d) 吹氣座椅

若有人不小心跌進水中可作救生用途。

在你或同伴浮游倦了時，可坐在上面作短暫休息。

(e) 收音機

要同時配合發射信號機使用才有用，所以作用可
能不大。

可發射信號向外界溝通並求救。

(f) 一支朗姆酒

易燃液體，可為傷口消炎，但同時可致人脫水。

易燃液體，可以燃點東西作訊號，引起附近船隻注意。

(g) 2 大箱巧克力

可用作後備食物。

高熱量食物，可有效充飢，並且可提升你和同伴的正能量
和求生意志。但其性質易溶。

(h)
(i)
(j)

(k)
(l)
(m)

(n)
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APPENDIX 7
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in English
(Cooperative Condition – Member B)
Purpose
The purpose of this experiment is to examine individuals’ cooperative and
competitive behaviors during critical conditions in which their survival is threatened.
Instructions
Please spend 5 minutes to carefully read through the scenario and related
materials you were distributed, and try to put yourself into your assigned role as much
as possible. You will then have time to clarify any questions with the facilitator before
the task begins.
During the discussion, you two are not allowed to talk but can only
communicate by writing on an A4 paper. After discussion ends, you should complete
the ranking for all items listed in the ITEM LIST on your own. This part will not be
timed. After your complete the forms, you may raise your hand and submit the task to
the facilitator. By then you will be distributed a post-experiment survey. After
completing the survey, the whole experiment session will end.
Scenario
You and your partner have chartered a yacht to the Pacific Ocean for studying a
marine research project. As you sail through the Southern Pacific Ocean, a fire
suddenly breaks out. Majority of the components of the yacht and resources are
destroyed. The yacht is now slowly sinking.
Your location is unclear because vital navigational and radio equipment has
been damaged. You can only estimate that you are approximately 1000 miles South
West of the nearest landfall. In addition to a two-man rubber life craft, you and your
research partner have managed to save only 14 items, undamaged and intact after the
fire. You two have also combined the content in your pockets, which include a packet
of cigarettes, three boxes of matches and three $20 notes.
Since both of you have no sailing experience before, you are familiar only 7 of
the items. Therefore, during the discussion, you may attempt to acquire the information
you need and also to strategically share your information with partner.
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Your Goal
Your mission is to stay alive together with your partner. Both you two’s
chance of survival depends on the accuracy of the ranking you provided on the ITEM
LIST (the more accurate, the higher the chance to survive). To achieve this goal, you
need to:
(1) Obtain information about all the 14 items;
(2) Rank the importance of items for survival as accurate as possible (Refer to the
ITEM LIST).
Reward
Most importantly, the amount of money you can get after the task depends on:
(2) The number of items being ranked correctly on either your or your partner’s
Ranking Lists (the person who scored higher will entitle both of you with
greater cash reward)
If either one of the member in your team achieves fully accurate answer, both of your
can each get a maximum of HKD 50.

107

ITEM LIST
Please rank the items according their importance for survival (1 = the most important, 14 = the least important).
Items

Usefulness of Items

Incorrect/Misleading Information about the Items

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h) A shaving mirror

Can be used for signaling.

(i) A 5 gallon can of water

Necessary to replenish fluids lost through
perspiration.
Useful only if there is navigation equipment. It is
more important to figure our where the rescuers
are, not where you are.
Can be used for signaling.

(j) Maps of the Pacific Ocean
(k) A 2 gallon can of oil/ petrol
mixture
(l) Shark repellent
(m) 15 feet nylon rope
(n) A fishing kit

Can be used to prevent threat from sharks.
Can be used for lashing people or equipment
together to prevent it being washed away.
Can be used for catching fish but need to consider
the possibility of catching one.
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Can be used as weapon by breaking the mirror into a few
pieces.
May be too heavy to carry a 5 gallon can of water.
Can be used for identifying the existing location of you and
partner.
Can be used for powering the raft.
Can serve as flammable materials for lighting fire (for
signaling)
Can be used for fishing.
A critical tool for maintaining food supply, because there are
many fishes in the ocean.

Rank

APPENDIX 8
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in Chinese
(Cooperative Condition – Member B)

實驗目的
是次實驗之目的是為了調查個人於危急時刻並且生命受威脅時的合作性和
競爭性行為。

程序
請用五分鐘細閱以下指示及故事情境，並盡量投入角色中。若遇有任何不
明白的地方，你可隨時向實驗負責人提問 。當你和同伴都閱讀完及確認明白所
有材料，並對各自的任務沒有任何問題時，實驗負責人會宣佈討論開始。
討論期間，你和同伴需利用 A4 白紙透過書寫方式溝通以完成任務。討論
完畢後，你和同伴須各自填寫排名表。這部分將不會被計時。完成後，你可以把
所有文件交予實驗負責人。最後，你將獲派一份問卷，填畢後交予實驗負責人，
這時實驗將會完結。

故事情境
你和同伴租了一輛遊艇，將到太平洋開展一個海洋生態研究任務。當你們
駛到南太平洋的時候，遊艇突然起火。不幸地，船上的主要零件和大部分物資都
被大火燒，船身亦漸漸下沈。
因為船上主要的導航系統損毀，所以現時你的位置不明。但你估計自己大
概距離西南方的一個小島約一千里。除了一隻能容納兩個人的救生艇外，你和同
伴還從大火中挽救了十四種物件（看後頁）。此外，你們搜了搜自己的衣袋，一
共發現了一包香煙，三盒火柴，和三張錢幣。
你和同伴各自知道十四項物件中其中七項的正確用途。因此，你們需要溝
通以獲取需要的資料來填寫排名表。請注意，你的同伴並不知道你同時擁有可用
以誤導他/她的錯誤資料。因此，根據你被委派的任務(看後頁)，你有權自由選擇
性地或毫不保留地分享資料，以逹到你的目的。
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你的任務
最後，你和同伴中均有可能獲救。但你們獲救的機會視乎你們在排名表中
合作填寫的答案得分有多高 (排名的準確性愈高，得分愈高)。所以，你的任務是
要跟同伴一起爭取好的表現，因而得到獲救機會。要完成任務，你需要：
（3)

透過和同伴的書面溝通，交換和掌握有關物件的資料 。

（4)

按該十四項物件對求生的重要程度來給予排名 (請看排名表)。

賞金
同時，你在實驗完結後所能獲發的現金將視乎：
(2) 你們二人填寫各項目排名的準確程度較高的一位計算 (任何一人有較準確
的答案都能令二人同樣地得到較高賞金)
若你們的答案全對，最高每人可獲發五十元。
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排名表
請根據你認為以下十四項物品對於求生的重要程度，給予適當的排名 (1 ＝最重要，14 ＝最不重要)。另外，請運用你的創意，試額外提議一件你
認為對求生有重要作用的物件。

物件

物件用途 (正確資料)

錯誤及誤導性資料

(h) 鏡

可配合其他工具來向外界發射信號。

可以把摔成碎片作武器，對抗海中危險的生物。

(i) 水

需要時補充水份。

海中很難攜帶大量食水，因水有一定重量。

(j) 地圖

只有配合導航工具 (指南針)使用才有用。

可以幫助確定你和同伴現時身處的位置。

(k) 氣油

可配合其他工具來向外界發射信號。

可以用作燃料以驅動救生艇。

(l) 驅趕鯊魚噴霧

可用作驅趕鯊魚，減少對生命的威脅。

屬於易燃物料，起火後可用作向外發放求救信號。

(m) 尼龍繩

可以把各工具跟人繫在一起，免被海水沖走。

可用作捉魚。

(n) 網魚工具

可用以抓魚作食物，但要小心能成功抓到的可能性。

因大海中有很多魚，可以用作覓食工具，維持生命。
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排名

APPENDIX 9
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in English
(Competitive Condition – Member A)
Purpose
The purpose of this experiment is to examine individuals’ cooperative and
competitive behaviors during critical conditions in which their survival is threatened.

Instructions
Please spend 5 minutes to carefully read through the scenario and related
materials you were distributed, and try to put yourself into your assigned role as much
as possible. You will then have time to clarify any questions with the facilitator before
the task begins.
During the discussion, you two are not allowed to talk but can only
communicate by writing on an A4 paper. After discussion ends, you should complete
the ranking for all items listed in the ITEM LIST on your own. This part will not be
timed. After your complete the forms, you may raise your hand and submit the task to
the facilitator. By then you will be distributed a post-experiment survey. After
completing the survey, the whole experiment session will end.

Scenario
You and your partner have chartered a yacht to the Pacific Ocean for studying a
marine research project. As you sail through the Southern Pacific Ocean, a fire
suddenly breaks out. Majority of the components of the yacht and resources are
destroyed. The yacht is now slowly sinking.
Your location is unclear because vital navigational and radio equipment has
been damaged. You can only estimate that you are approximately 1000 miles South
West of the nearest landfall. In addition to a one-man rubber life, you and your research
partner have managed to save only 14 items, undamaged and intact after the fire. You
two have also combined the content in your pockets, which include a packet of
cigarettes, three boxes of matches and three $20 notes.
Since both of you have no sailing experience before, you are familiar only 7 of
the items. Therefore, during the discussion, you may attempt to acquire the information
you need and also to strategically share your information with partner.
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Your Goal
The rubber life craft only fits one person. Therefore, your mission is to save
your own life. To achieve this, you need to:
(1) Obtain information about all the 14 items;
(2) Rank the importance of items for survival more accurately than your partner
does (refer to Item List).
Reward
Most importantly, the amount of money you can get after the task will be
negatively related to that of your partner’s:
(a) The number of items being ranked correctly on your ITEM LIST as compared
to your partners (the more you get, the less your partner can get).
The one who achieves a fully accurate answer will receive a maximum of HKD100,
whereas the other member will get nothing.
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ITEM LIST
Please rank the items according their importance for survival (1 = the most important, 14 = the least important).
Items
(a) A sextant

Usefulness of Items
Useful only for identifying your own location but
not that of rescuers.

Incorrect/Misleading Information about the Items
Can be used for indicating the angle between stars and identify
your own location.

(b) A quantity of mosquito netting

Not so useful in the sea.

Can be used for killing mosquito, especially those can cause
fatal disease.

(c) A case of army rations

Basic food intake.

(d) A floating seat cushion

A life preserver if someone fell overboard.

If you and partner cannot be rescued within a short time, you
two will die soon anyway. Therefore, food is not necessary.
Can save you energy as you may float in the ocean for days.

(e) A small transistor radio

Can be used only if there is a transmitter.

Can be used for communicating with people out there by
turning to the correct channel.

(f) One quart of 160% proof rum

Flammable liquid that can be used as an antiseptic
for any injuries. But could cause dehydration too.

Can be used for signaling, as it is flammable liquid.

(g) 2 boxes of chocolate bars

Reserve food supply.

It helps boost one’s positive mood and hence encourages one
to keep fighting for survival but it can melt in the water.

(h)
(i)
(j)
(k)
(l)
(m)
(n)
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Rank

APPENDIX 10
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in Chinese
(Competitive Condition – Member A)

實驗目的
是次實驗之目的是為了調查個人於危急時刻並且生命受威脅時的合作性和
競爭性行為。

程序
請用五分鐘細閱以下指示及故事情境，並盡量投入角色中。若遇有任何不
明白的地方，你可隨時向實驗負責人提問 。當你和同伴都閱讀完及確認明白所
有材料，並對各自的任務沒有任何問題時，實驗負責人會宣佈討論開始。
討論期間，你和同伴需利用 A4 白紙透過書寫方式溝通以完成任務。討論
完畢後，你和同伴須各自填寫排名表。這部分將不會被計時。完成後，你可以把
所有文件交予實驗負責人。最後，你將獲派一份問卷，填畢後交予實驗負責人，
這時實驗將會完結。

故事情境
你和同伴租了一輛遊艇，將到太平洋開展一個海洋生態研究任務。當你們
駛到南太平洋的時候，遊艇突然起火。不幸地，船上的主要零件和大部分物資都
被大火燒，船身亦漸漸下沈。
因為船上主要的導航系統損毀，所以現時你的位置不明。但你估計自己大
概距離西南方的一個小島約一千里。除了一隻只能容納一個人的救生艇外， 你
和同伴還從大火中挽救了十四種物件（看後頁）。此外，你們搜了搜自己的衣袋，
一共發現了一包香煙，三盒火柴，和三張錢幣。
你和同伴各自知道十四項物件中其中七項的正確用途。因此，你們需要溝
通以獲取需要的資料來填寫排名表。請注意，你的同伴並不知道你同時擁有可用
以誤導他/她的錯誤資料。因此，根據你被委派的任務(看後頁)，你有權自由選擇
性地或毫不保留地分享資料，以逹到你的目的。
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你的任務
最後，你和同伴中只有一人能獲救。誰能獲救則視乎二人中誰在排名表中
得分比較高(排名的準確性愈高，得分愈高)。所以，你的任務是要表現得比你的
同伴好，因而得到獲救機會。要完成任務，你需要：
(1) 透過和同伴的書面溝通，交換和掌握有關物件的資料
(2) 按該十四項物件對求生的重要程度來給予排名，目標是要比你同伴的答案
更準確。(請看排名表)。

賞金
同時，你在實驗完結後所能獲發的現金將與你同伴所獲得的成反比 (你獲
得愈多，你的同伴獲得愈少)。你最後能獲得的賞金金額將視乎，相比你同伴：
(1) 你個人填寫各項目排名的準確程度
完全準確的答案可獲發最高一百元正，表現較差者則不會得到任何現金。
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排名表
請根據你認為以下十四項物品對於求生的重要程度，給予適當的排名 (1 ＝最重要，14 ＝最不重要)。
物件
物件用途 (正確資料)
錯誤及誤導性資料
(a) 六分儀

只可用作顯示你自己的位置，而非拯救隊的位置，所以作
用不大。

可透過量度星星的角度而得知你的所在位置。

(b) 蚊帳

在大海中作用不大。

大海中有些異種而可致命的蚊蟲，可防止被虰而致命。

(c) 應急食糧

可讓你和同伴維持基本的能量需求。

反正若你們不能於短時間內被拯救，可能很快便在大海中
遭遇不測，因此食物不很重要。

(d) 吹氣座椅

若有人不小心跌進水中可作救生用途。

在你或同伴浮游倦了時，可坐在上面作短暫休息。

(e) 收音機

要同時配合發射信號機使用才有用，所以作用可能不大。

可發射信號向外界溝通並求救。

(f) 一支朗姆酒

易燃液體，可為傷口消炎，但同時可致人脫水。

易燃液體，可以燃點東西作訊號，引起附近船隻注意。

(g) 2 大箱巧克力

可用作後備食物。

高熱量食物，可有效充飢，並且可提升你和同伴的正能量
和求生意志。但其性質易溶。

(h)
(i)
(j)
(k)
(l)
(m)
(n)

117

排名

APPENDIX 11
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in English
(Competitive Condition – Member B)
Purpose
The purpose of this experiment is to examine individuals’ cooperative and
competitive behaviors during critical conditions in which their survival is threatened.

Instructions
Please spend 5 minutes to carefully read through the scenario and related
materials you were distributed, and try to put yourself into your assigned role as much
as possible. You will then have time to clarify any questions with the facilitator before
the task begins.
During the discussion, you two are not allowed to talk but can only
communicate by writing on an A4 paper. After discussion ends, you should complete
the ranking for all items listed in the ITEM LIST on your own. This part will not be
timed. After your complete the forms, you may raise your hand and submit the task to
the facilitator. By then you will be distributed a post-experiment survey. After
completing the survey, the whole experiment session will end.

Scenario
You and your partner have chartered a yacht to the Pacific Ocean for studying a
marine research project. As you sail through the Southern Pacific Ocean, a fire
suddenly breaks out. Majority of the components of the yacht and resources are
destroyed. The yacht is now slowly sinking.
Your location is unclear because vital navigational and radio equipment has
been damaged. You can only estimate that you are approximately 1000 miles South
West of the nearest landfall. In addition to a one-man rubber life, you and your research
partner have managed to save only 14 items, undamaged and intact after the fire. You
two have also combined the content in your pockets, which include a packet of
cigarettes, three boxes of matches and three $20 notes.
Since both of you have no sailing experience before, you are familiar only 7 of
the items. Therefore, during the discussion, you may attempt to acquire the information
you need and also to strategically share your information with partner.
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Your Goal
The rubber life craft only fits one person. Therefore, your mission is to save
your own life. To achieve this, you need to:
(1) Obtain information about all the 14 items; and
(2) Rank the importance of items for survival more accurately than your partner
does. (refer to Item List);
Reward
Most importantly, the amount of money you can get after the task will be
negatively related to that of your partner’s:
(b) The number of items being ranked correctly on your ITEM LIST as compared
to your partners (the more you get, the less your partner can get).
The one who achieves a fully accurate answer will receive a maximum of HKD100,
whereas the other member will get nothing.
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ITEM LIST
Please rank the items according their importance for survival (1 = the most important, 14 = the least important).
Items

Usefulness of Items

Incorrect/Misleading Information about the Items

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h) A shaving mirror

Can be used for signaling.

(i) A 5 gallon can of water

Necessary to replenish fluids lost through
perspiration.
Useful only if there is navigation equipment. It is
more important to figure out where the rescuers
are, not where you are.
Can be used for signaling.

(j) Maps of the Pacific Ocean
(k) A 2 gallon can of oil/ petrol
mixture
(l) Shark repellent
(m) 15 feet nylon rope
(n) A fishing kit

Can be used to prevent threat from sharks.
Can be used for lashing people or equipment
together to prevent it being washed away.
Can be used for catching fish but need to consider
the possibility of catching one.
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Can be used as weapon by breaking the mirror into a few
pieces.
May be too heavy to carry a 5 gallon can of water.
Can be used for identifying the existing location of you and
partner.
Can be used for powering the raft.
Can serve as flammable materials for lighting fire (for
signaling)
Can be used for fishing.
A critical tool for maintaining food supply, because there are
many fishes in the ocean.

Rank

APPENDIX 12
Scenario for Manipulation in Study 2 in Chinese
(Competitive Condition – Member B)

實驗目的
是次實驗之目的是為了調查個人於危急時刻並且生命受威脅時的合作性和
競爭性行為。

程序
請用五分鐘來細閱以下指示及故事情境，並盡量投入角色中。若遇有任何
不明白的地方，你可隨時向實驗負責人提問 。當你和同伴都閱讀完及確認明白
所有材料，並對各自的任務沒有任何問題時，實驗負責人會宣佈討論開始。
討論期間，你和同伴需利用 A4 白紙透過書寫方式溝通以完成任務。討論
完畢後，你和同伴須各自填寫排名表。這部分將不會被計時。完成後，你可以把
所有文件交予實驗負責人。最後，你將獲派一份問卷，填畢後交予實驗負責人，
這時實驗將會完結。

故事情境
你和同伴租了一輛遊艇，將到太平洋開展一個海洋生態研究任務。當你們
駛到南太平洋的時候，遊艇突然起火。不幸地，船上的主要零件和大部分物資都
被大火燒，船身亦漸漸下沈。
因為船上主要的導航系統損毀，所以現時你的位置不明。但你估計自己大
概距離西南方的一個小島約一千里。除了一隻只能容納一個人的救生艇外，你和
同伴還從大火中挽救了十四種物件（看後頁）。此外，你們搜了搜自己的衣袋，
一共發現了一包香煙，三盒火柴，和三張錢幣。
你和同伴各自知道十四項物件中其中七項的正確用途。因此，你們需要溝
通以獲取需要的資料來填寫排名表。請注意，你的同伴並不知道你同時擁有可用
以誤導他/她的錯誤資料。因此，根據你被委派的任務(看後頁)，你有權自由選擇
性地或毫不保留地分享資料，以逹到你的目的。
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你的任務
最後，你和同伴中只有一人能獲救。誰能獲救則視乎二人中誰在排名表中
得分比較高(排名的準確性愈高，得分愈高)。所以，你的任務是要表現得比你的
同伴好，因而得到獲救機會。要完成任務，你需要：
(1) 透過和同伴的書面溝通，交換和掌握有關物件的資料
(2) 按該十四項物件對求生的重要程度來給予排名 。(請看排名表)。

賞金
同時，你在實驗完結後所能獲發的現金將與你同伴所獲得的成反比 (你獲
得愈多，你的同伴獲得愈少)。你最後能獲得的賞金金額將視乎，相比你同伴：
(2) 你個人填寫各項目排名的準確程度
完全準確的答案可獲發最高一百元正，表現較差者則不會得到任何現金。
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排名表
請根據你認為以下十四項物品對於求生的重要程度，給予適當的排名 (1 ＝最重要，14 ＝最不重要)。

物件

物件用途 (正確資料)

錯誤及誤導性資料

(h) 鏡

可配合其他工具來向外界發射信號。

可以把摔成碎片作武器，對抗海中危險的生物。

(i) 水

需要時補充水份。

海中很難攜帶大量食水，因水有一定重量。

(j) 地圖

只有配合導航工具 (指南針)使用才有用。

可以幫助確定你和同伴現時身處的位置。

(k) 氣油

可配合其他工具來向外界發射信號。

可以用作燃料以驅動救生艇。

(l) 驅趕鯊魚噴霧

可用作驅趕鯊魚，減少對生命的威脅。

屬於易燃物料，起火後可用作向外發放求救信號。

(m) 尼龍繩

可以把各工具跟人繫在一起，免被海水沖走。

可用作捉魚。

(n) 網魚工具

可用以抓魚作食物，但要小心能成功抓到的可能性。

因大中很多魚，可以用作覓食工具，維持生命。
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排名

APPENDIX 13
Post-experiment Survey in English
The following items ask about your perception regarding the interaction
between you and your partner during the experimental task.
Please rate the items based the extent to which you agree with them.
1
During the task, my partner and I ‘swam and sunk’ together with each
other.
2
During the task, my partner and I wanted each other to succeed.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3

During the task, my partner and I sought compatible goals with each other.

1

2

3

4

5

4

During the task, my partner and I did things in ways that favor our own
goals rather than each other’s goals.
During the task, my partner and I gave high priority to the things that we
wanted to accomplish and low priority to the things that each other wanted
to accomplish.
During the task, my partner looked into my request to make sure his/her
answers were accurate.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

7

During the task, my partner explained everything very thoroughly.

1

2

3

4

5

8

During the task, my partner answered all my questions immediately.

1

2

3

4

5

9

During the task, my partner told me exactly what I needed to know.

1

2

3

4

5

10

During the task, my partner went out of his/her way to ensure that he/she
understood the request before responding.

1

2

3

4

5

11

During the task, I agreed to help my partner but never really intended to.

1

2

3

4

5

12

During the task, I agreed to help my partner but instead gave him/ her
information different from what she/ he wanted.
During the task, I told my partner that I would help him/ her out later but
stalled as much as possible.
During the task, I offered my partner some other information instead of
what he/ she really wanted.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

15

During the task, I pretended I did not know the information.

1

2

3

4

5

16

During the task, I said that I did not know, even though I did.

1

2

3

4

5

17

During the task, I pretended I did not know what he/ she was talking about.

1

2

3

4

5

18

During the task, I said that I was not very knowledgeable about the topic.

1

2

3

4

5

19

During the task, I explained that I would like to tell my partner, but was not
supposed to.
During the task, I explained that the information was confidential and only
available to people on a particular project.
During the task, I told my partner that my boss would not let anyone share
this knowledge.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

22

During the task, I said that I would not answer my partner.

1

2

3

4

5

23

During the task, my partner approached me for advice when he/she didn’t
understand how to solve a problem.

1

2

3

4

5

24

During the task, my partner asked me for assistance in problem solving.

1

2

3

4

5

25

During the task, my partner requested help from me when struggling to
solve problems.
During the task, I needed information and advice from my partner to
perform the task well..
I had a one-person duty; it is not necessary for me to coordinate or
cooperate with others during the task.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

5
6

13
14

20
21

26
27
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28

I needed to collaborate with my partner to perform well during the task.

1

2

3

4

5

29

My partner needed information and advice from me to perform well in the
task.
I had to communicate with my partner about task-related issues during the
task..

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

30
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APPENDIX 14
Post-experiment Survey in Chinese

1

任務中，我和同伴同舟共濟。

非
常
不
同
意
1

2

任務中，我和同伴都希望對方成功。

1

2

3

4

5

3

任務中，我和同伴都在尋求相容的目標。

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

以下句子描述的是你和同伴在剛才實驗時的感受和行為，請按
你對句句子的同意程度作出評分，在空格圈中出合適的數字。

4
5
6

任務中，我的同伴做事時都只顧著達成自己的目標，而非我的
目標。
任務中，我的同伴把自己希望達成的事情放首位，而把我希望
達成的事情放次位。
任務中，我的同伴會仔細了解我的要求或提問，以確保他/她的
回答是準確的。

不
同
意

中
立

同
意

非
常
同
意

2

3

4

5

7

任務中，我的同伴詳細地向我解釋事情。

1

2

3

4

5

8

任務中，我有問題時，我的同伴會立即回答我。

1

2

3

4

5

9

任務中，我的同伴告訴我需要知道的資料。

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

10
11
12
13

任務中，我的同伴在回答我前，會先確保自己明白我的問題或
要求。
任務中，縱使我答應幫助同伴，但其實我心底裏並沒有這個意
思。
任務中，縱使我答應幫助同伴，但卻給予了非對方想要的資
料。
任務中，我告訴同伴稍後幫助他/她，但盡量嘗試令事情 不了了
之。

14

任務中，我給予了同伴一些並非他/她原來想要知道的資料。

1

2

3

4

5

15

任務中，我假裝不知道有關的資料。

1

2

3

4

5

16

任務中，我即使知道有關的資料，也告訴同伴自己不知道。

1

2

3

4

5

17

任務中，我假裝不知道同伴在說/問什麼。

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

18
19
20

任務中，我告訴同伴自己對該方面 (對方提問的東西) 不太熟
悉。
任務中，我向同伴解釋縱使我也希望分享有關的知識或資料，
但卻不應該這樣做。
任務中，我向同伴解釋因有關的資料須保密及只有某些人可以
得知，而未能向對方提供。

21

任務中，我告訴同伴實驗負責人不容許我透露相關的資料。

1

2

3

4

5

22

任務中，我告訴同伴我不會回答對方的問題。

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

24

任務中，當我的同伴不知道怎樣解決問題時，會向我尋求意
見。
任務中，我的同伴在解決問題時，會向我尋求意見。

25

任務中，當我的同伴遇上棘手的問題時，會向我求助。

23
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26

任務中，我需要從我的同伴那裡獲得信息和建議才能把工作做
好。

1

2

3

4

5

27

任務中，我的工作自己就能做好，沒必要與其他人合作。

1

2

3

4

5

28

任務中，我需要與我的同伴合作才能把工作做好。

1

2

3

4

5

29

任務中，我的同伴需要從我這裡獲得信息和建議才能把工作做
好。

1

2

3

4

5

30

任務中，我需要與我的同伴交流與工作有關的事項。

1

2

3

4

5
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APPENDIX 15
A Full List of Measures in Study 1 and Study 2
Measures
* Those words in brackets “(…)” were adopted for Study 1.
* All scales were rated on five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly
agree)
Cooperative Goal Interdependence
1. (In this incident) During the task, my (coworker) partner and I ‘swam and sunk’
together with each other.
2. (In this incident) During the task, mu (coworker) partner and I wanted each other to
succeed.
3. (In this incident) During the task, my (coworker) partner and I sought compatible
goals with each other.
Competitive Goal Interdependence
1. (In this incident) During the task, my (coworker) partner did things in ways that
favor his/her own goals rather than my goals.
2. (In this incident) During the task, my (coworker) partner gave high priority to the
things that he/she wanted to accomplish and low priority to things that I wanted to
accomplish.
Knowledge Sharing (Connelly et al., 2012)
1. (In this incident) During the task, (I) my partner looked into the request to make
sure (my) his/her answers were accurate.
2. (In this incident) During the task, (I) my partner explained everything very
thoroughly.
3. (In this incident) During the task, (I) my partner answered all [his/ her (coworker’s)]
my questions immediately.
4. (In this incident) During the task, (I) my partner told (my coworker) me exactly
what (he/she) I needed to know.
5. (In this incident) During the task, (I) my partner went out of (my) his/her way to
ensure that (I) he/she understood the request before responding.
Knowledge Hiding (Connelly et al., 2012)
Evasive hiding
1. (In this incident) During the task, I agreed to help my (coworker) partner but never
really intended to.
2. (In this incident) During the task, I agreed to help my (coworker) partner me but
instead gave him/her information different from what he/she wanted.
3. (In this incident) During the task, I told my (coworker) partner that I would help
him/her out later but stalled as much as possible.
4. (In this incident) During the task, I offered my (coworker) partner some other
information instead of what he/she really wanted.
Playing Dumb
5. (In this incident) During the task, I pretended I did not know the information.
6. (In this incident) During the task, I said that I did not know, even though I did.
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7. (In this incident) During the task, I pretended I did not know what he/she was
talking about.
8. (In this incident) During the task, I said that I was not very knowledgeable about
the topic.
Rationalized hiding
9. (In this incident) During the task, I explained that I would like to tell my (coworker)
partner, but was not supposed to.
10. (In this incident) During the task, I explained that the information was confidential
and only available to people on a particular (project) task.
11. (In this incident) During the task, I told my (coworker) partner that (my boss) the
experimenter would not let anyone share this knowledge.
12. (In this incident) During the task, I said that I would not answer my (coworker)
partner.
Help Seeking (Anderson & Williams, 1996)
1. (Because of our interaction) During the task, (I) my partner approached (my
coworker) me for advice when (I) he/she didn’t understand how to solve a
problem.
2. (Because of our interaction) During the task, (I) my partner asked (my coworker)
me for assistance in problem solving.
3. (Because of our interaction) During the task, (I) my partner requested help from
(my coworker) me when (I) he/she struggled to solve problems.
Negative Reciprocity Belief
1. If someone dislikes you, you should dislike them.
2. If a person despises you, you should despise them.
3. If someone says something nasty to you, you should say something nasty back.
4. If a person wants to be your enemy, you should treat them like an enemy.
5. If someone treats me badly, I feel I should treat them even worse.
6. If someone treats you badly, you should treat that person badly in return.
7. If someone has treated you poorly, you should not return the poor treatment. (R)
8. If someone important to you does something negative to you, you should do
something even more negative to them.
9. A person who has contempt for you deserves your contempt.
10. If someone treats you like an enemy, they deserve your resentment.
11. When someone hurts you, you should find a way they won’t know about to get
even.
12. You should not give help to those who treat you badly.
13. When someone treats me badly, I still act nicely to them. (R)
14. If someone distrusts you, you should distrust them.
Positive Reciprocity Belief
1. If someone does me a favor, I feel obligated t o repay them in some way.
2. If someone does something for me, I feel required to do something for them.
3. If someone gives me a gift, I feel obligated to get them a gift.
4. I always repay someone who has done me a favor.
5. I feel uncomfortable when someone does me a favor that I know I won’t be able
to return.
6. If someone sends me a card on my birthday, I feel required to do the same.
7. When someone does something for me, I often find myself thinking about what
I have done for them.
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8. If someone says something pleasant to you, you should say something pleasant
back.
9. I usually do not forget if I owe someone a favor, or if someone owes me a favor.
10. If someone treats you well, you should treat that person well in return.
Control Variables
Task Interdependence
1. I need information and advice from my partner to perform the project well.
2. I have a one-person duty; it is not necessary for me to coordinate or cooperate
with others.
3. I need to collaborate with my partner to perform well in the project.
4. My partner needs information and advice from me to perform well in the
project.
5. I have to communicate with my partner about project-related issues.
Social Desirability Scale
1. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. (T)
2. I always try to practice what I preach. (T)
3. I never resent being asked to return a favor. (T)
4. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my
own. (T)
5. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings. (T)
6. I like to gossip at times. (F)
7. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone. (F)
8. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. (F)
9. At times I have really insisted on having things on my own way. (F)
10. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things. (F)
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